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FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURES. 


BRITISH & AMERICAN MORTGAGE CO. Lp. 


CAPITAL, £1,5C€0,000. Subscribed, £700,000 ; Paid-up, £220,000 ; Uncalled, £480,000, 
TRUSTEES frhe Right Hon. HuGH CULLING EARDLEY CHILDERS, M.P., F.R.8. 
The Right Hon, GzorcGe JOHN SHAW-LEFEVBE, M.P. 

HoME DIRECTORS. 

JOHN CROFT DEVERELL, Esq., 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 
WALTER RANDOLPH FARQUHAR, Esq., Banker, 16, St. James’-street. 
BEAUMONT WILLIAM LUBBOCK, Esq., Banker, 15. Lombard-street. 
Sir CHARLES NICHOLSON, Bart.. D.C.L.. LL.D., The Grange, Totteridge. 
GEORGE BABINGTON PARKER, Esq., 13, Victoria-street, Westminster. 
WILLIAM HENRY STONE, Esq., Lea-park, Godalming. 

\ Messrs. RoBARTS, LUBBOCK, & Co., 15, Lombard-street, E.C. 

( Meesrs, HERRIES, FARQUHAR, & Co., 16, St. James’-street, 8.W. 

The Directors issue Debentures for 3, 5,7, or 10 years. bearing 4 per cent. in- 
terest, payable half-yearly by coupons, secured by the Company’s Mortgages, 
which are made with a margin of from one-half to two-thirds of the value of the 
property, together with the uncalled Capital (£480,000), 

By its Articles of Association the Company’s Business is restricted to First 
Mortgages on Freehold Property, and its Debenture Issue is limited to the! 
amount of the Subscribed Capital. 

The precautions taken in the selection of Mortgages render these Debentures, 
especially suitable for the investment of Trust or,other Funds, they being exempt 
from the fluctuations in value attaching to ordinary Stocks and Shares, | 

For prospectuses, application forms, and further information apply to 

Offices of the Company, 6, Old Jewry, E.C. SAMUEL GILES, Secretary. 


EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LiNcOLN’s INN FIELDs, W.Cc, 


BANKERS 





LONDON, 





| 
| 
} 
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Whole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 
SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and II. 


i NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
ge 

| at Entry. |— ‘ 7% i a 
| Ten. Twenty. | Thirty. | Forty. 


£ 8. £ 8. | 

191 10 431 0 

211 0 464 10 

232 0 525 10 

0 276 10 *626 10 

197 10 372 0 *836 10 


| £ 8. 
| *1,022 0 
*1,167 0 


£ 4. 
*736 0 
"819 0 
*939 10 

*1,126 0 
| 

EXAMPLE.—A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. 


In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Ricnarp Broxam, the Chancery taxing master, has resigned 
his office. Mr. Broxam was appointed a chief clerk in 1852, and a 
taxing master in 1859. 


We vunperstanp that a scheme is on foot for attaching four 
Chancery taxing masters to as many of the judges of the Chancery 
Division, and that on Mr. Bioxam’s retirement his staff of clerks is 
to be attached to the texing master who takes lunacy matters. It 
is considered to be more convenient that a judge, having occasion 
to send for a taxing master, as is not unfrequently the case, should 
have one assigned to carry out his general instructions. Whether 
this will be considered in all cases an advantage to the profession 





may be matter of doubt. There are rumours of an intention not to 
appoint any successor to Mr. Broxam—a measure which we venture 
to think would be the most ill-judged piece of economy of which it 
is possible to conceive. 





Ir Is VERY DESIRABLE that the question should be settled how 
far the decisions in Re Field (33 W. R. 553, 29 Ch. D. 608) and 
Re Emmanuel (34 W. R. 613, 33 Ch. D. 40) have been shaken 
by the judgments of the House of Lords in Parker vy. Blenkhorn 
and Newbould v. Bailward (37 W. R. 401), and we believe that 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society took up Re Martin 
(reported elsewhere) in the hope that this question might be 
settled, or, at all events, some expression of opinion obtained from 
the Court of Appeal. Unfortunately, under the circumstances of 
the case, the court did not consider it necessary to review those 
decisions. All that they decided was that the expression ‘‘ busi- 
ness connected with the lease” in the Remuneration Order did 
not extend to abortive negotiations with persons other than the 
actual lessee, which negotiations had come to an end and led to no 
result. 





Dunine Tue present sittings the number of witness actions dis- 
posed of by Mr. Justice Kay has been, as usual, large as compared 
with those disposed of by his three colleagues in the Chancery 
Division who take interlocutory work. This learned judge had 
witness actions in his list on 39 days, and the number disposed of 
was 43. Mr. Justice Currry had witness actions in his paper on 
13 days, and disposed of 29. Mr. Justice Norrn had witness 
actions on only six days, and disposed of one only ; and Mr. Justice 
Srretine, in the course of 35 days, only disposed of 6 witness 
actions. Mr. Justice Kexewicu, who takes no other class of 
Chancery business, disposed of 79 witness actions. Thus we find 
the whole number disposed of was 158 out of 380 which were to 
be found in the printed lists at the commencement of the sittings. 
These facts illustrate the manner in which interlocutory business 
blocks the current of legal affairs in the courts. 





We nave for years steadily advocated the abolition or reduction 
of the certificate duty, but we do not hesitate to say that we regret 
the matter was brought up at the Incorporated Law Society’s 
meeting last week. In our view the promoters of the motion, 
which was carried by a small majority, were right in principle, but 
completely wrong in the time chosen for its assertion. The 
question is, no doubt, one of importance, but there is a matter now 
before the profession of infinitely greater moment. What will it 
avail a solicitor to save a few pounds a year in duty when he finds 
most of his conveyancing work gone? The Land Transfer Bill 
will, as an eminently shrewd correspondent, writing on this ques- 
tion of certificate duty last year, remarked, ‘affect very seriously 
that branch of business which forms the mainstay of a great 
majority of solicitors,” und he urged that it would be unwise, while 


| such a measure was on the carpet, to press for the abolition of a 


tax which has a direct bearing on the special privileges of solicitors. 
Our own opinion is entirely in accord with his. No one, we think, 
can deny that the position of solicitors in contending for their 
rights under the Bill would be greatly weakened by the abolition 
of the certificate duty, and this appears to us to be conclusive as 
to the undesirability of putting the matter forward at present. 
There may possibly be discerned some evidence of @ cunningly-leid 
trap in the observations of the Chencellor of the Exchequer, 
quoted at the recent meeting, and the friendly eagerness of the 
Lord Chancellor last year to take up the matter, and we hope that 
solicitors will be shrewd enough to avoid the snare. 


Tur Cover of Appeal have reversed the decision of Cave and 
Charles, JJ., in Ex parte Milne, Re Batien (ante, p. 239, 57 W. R. 
303). It will be remembered that the case related to the validity 
of a deed of arrangement which was executed by several of the 
creditors after registration. The parties to it were the debtor, the 
trustee, the committee of inspection, and “the several persons, 
companies, and firtns whose names are hereunder signed and affixed, 
being creditors of the said C. B. Batten, and all other creditors 
avceding hereto,”’ At the time of registration the name ot only 


25 








492 
one creditor appeared in the schedule, but others were subsequently 
added. It was held by the Divisional Court that the circumstance 
caused a material alteration in the deed, and that consequently it 
was not duly registered under the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887. 
We pointed out at the time (ante, p. 261) that this decision 
appeared to be erroneous, inasmuch as the deed expressly included 
creditors who should accede to it, and that therefore the sub- 
sequent addition of the names of these made no alteration in its 
purport and effect. Moreover, it seemed that the result must be to 
make the Act nugatory, as the assent of all the creditors can rarely 
be obtained within the seven days limited for registration. The 
Court of Appeal have adopted these considerations as the ground of 
their decision. The ‘other creditors acceding ” became parties by 
their assent to the deed, and the subsequent execution by them, so 
far from altering it, merely carried out its intention. The result of 
the official receiver's contention would be to render void most deeds 
of the kind, whereas the Act should be construed in a liberal spirit 
so as to include as many as possible. This decision will obviate 
the grave inconveniences which were generally apprehended from 
the judgment of the Divisional Court. 


Ir arrears, from the resolutions relating to the proposed altera- 
tions in the death duties, which are to be moved by the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer, that the new duties are to be as follow :— 

(1) Where, in the case of any probate or letters of administration 
granted after the Ist of June, 1889, the estate and effects in respect 
whereof duty is charged on the affidavit or inventory by section 27 of the 
Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1881, shall be above the value of 
£10,000, duty at the rate of £1 for every full sum of £100, and for every 
fractional part of £100 over any multiple of £100. 

(2) Where the personal or movable property included in an acccunt 
delivered according to section 38 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 
1881, on and after the Ist day of June, 1889, shall be above the value of 
£10,090, duty at the rate of £1 for every full sum of £100, end for any 
tractional part over any multiple of £100. Both these duties are to be 
stamp duties, in addition to the stamp duties charged on the affidavit 
required from persons applying fcr probate or letters of administration, 
or in addition to the stamp duties charged on such accounts of personal 
and movable property 

(3) In respect of the value of the entire personal property passing 
upon the death of any person dying on or after the Ist of June, 1889, asa 
succession or successions under the Succession Duty Act, 1853, and in 
respect of the value of every succession to real property under the said 
Act, upon the death of any person so dying, the following duty (that is to 
say)— Where euch value is above £10,000, duty at the rate of £1 for every 
full sum of £100, and for any fractional part of £100 over any multiple of 
£100. This duty is to be a stamp duty, in addition to any duties charge- 
able under the Succession Duty Act, 1853, and section 21 of the Customs 
and Inland Revenue Act, 1888, but is not to be payable upon the interest 
of a successor jn leaseholds passing to him by will or devolution by law, 
or on property included in an account delivered according to section 38 
of the ‘Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1881. 

The iwportant part of the matter, however, comes next. It is 
provided that “the value upon which the said duty is to be 
charged and assessed shall be ascertained in accordance with the 
Succession Duty Act, 1853, subject to the following provisions :— 
(a) In the case of a successor who is entitled to the real property 
comprised in his succession for an estate in fee simple, or in fee 
according to the custom of any manor, or for lives renewable 
under apy custom or under any lease for lives, or for any estate in 
tail, or to postession of such real property under an entail, 
whether strict entail or otherwise, or is entitled to any euch pro- 
perty for life, and competent to dispose 9s he shall think fit of a 
continuing interest therein, the value shall be ¢he principal value 
of such property after making such allowances (if any) as ought 
to be made under section 34 of the ssid Act ; (b) in the case of an 
increase of benefit accruing to a successor, and chargeable to suc- 
eng duty by r frre nee to sectiozs 5, 20, ard 25 of the Succer- 
_- a5 4 Act, 1853, where the velue of the succession, apart 
ny t 1 1acrease of benefit, shall exceed £10,000, such ivucreare 
: “en ce be chargeable with duty in conformity with this 
my he watever may be the value thereof; aud where the 
= sas yf gouges, upert from the increase of benefit, shall 
re — $18,000, the value of such increase of benefit, as well 
Ne ps preceding increase of benefit, shall be added to the 
= _. the succession for the purpose of the said duty.” It will 
e observed that the principal value of the property, and not the 
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any means of ascertaining the principal value to be specified in the 
Bill which will carry out the resolutions? These seem to be 
matters which call for the immediate and careful attention of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society. 





YET ANOTHER OVERSIGHT in the County Courts Act, 1888, has 
| become apparent, which, until remedied, cannot fail to cause some 
{inconvenience to the profession and the public. The equitable 
| jurisdiction of the county courts is, as is well known, limited, in 
| point of amount, to £500, and extends over the actions and matters 
| mentioned in section 67 of the County Courts Act, 188, and also, 
| by virtue of the Partition Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 40), over 
| partition actions. To meet cases where, not until after the institu- 
| tion of equitable proceedings in the county court, the discovery is 
made that the subject-matter thereof exceeds the pecuniary limit 
of jurisdiction, the County Courts Act, 1888, by section 68, pro- 
vides that “‘ if, during the progress of any action or matter under 
the last preceding section, it shall be made to appear to the judge 
that the subject-matter exceeds the limit in point of amount to 
which the jurisdiction of the court is therein limited, it shall not 
| affect the validity of any order already made, but it shall be the 
| duty of the judge to direct the action or matter to be transferred 
| to the Chancery Division of the High Court.” The above enact- 
| ment, it is submitted, clearly only applies to cases in which the 
| county courts derive jurisdiction ‘‘ under the las! preceding section” 
|—ie., section 67. It would scem, therefore, that a partition action 
|cavnot be transferred to the Chancery Division, even though 
during its progress—for instance, as often happens, upon a sale— 
|it should appear that the subject-matter thereof exceeds £500, 
since the jurisdiction of the county court over such an action is not 
| derived from section 67 of the County Courts Act, 1888, but is, as 
already stated, conferred by section 12 of the Partition Act, 1868. 
The old enactment on the same subject (28 & 29 Vict. c. 99, 8. 9), 
| which section 68 of the County Courts Act, 1888, replaces, was 
indeed so worded as to give rise to doubt as to whether its opera- 
tion was not limited to cases arising under the County Courts 
Equitable Jurisdiction Act (see Pitt-Lewis’ County Court Practice, 
2ad «d., vol. 1, p. 188). It did not, however, pointedly exclude 
all other cases, and its application to partition actions was sflirmed 
by Mauins, V.C., in Thomson v. Flinn (L. R. 17 Eq. 415). The 
operation of section 68, however, is expressly limited to “any 
action or matter under the last preceding section.” Any other 
action or matter must, therefore, necessarily be excluded there- 
from. 





As we venture to prognosticate, the High Court, in Berexford- 
Hope (Petitioner) v. Lady Sandhurst (Respondent), has (after 
taking time to consider) decided that a woman is not capable of 
being elected as a member of a county council. ‘The court appears 
to have proceeded mainly on the ground that if it was intended 
that women should be eligible, an exception from the general rule 
which disqualifies them would have been made in perfectly plain 
language. und not have been left to be inferred from a comparison 
of four or five different statutes. Leave to appeal was willing! 
given, so that Lady Sanpuvasr has ‘‘ten days or so” to consider 
whether she will appeal. Ilow dos the power to appeal, with or 
without leave, arise? By section 14 of the Judicature Act, 1881, 
the jurisdiction of the High Court ‘‘to decide questions of law, 
upon appeal or otherwise, under the Purlismentary 
Elections Act, 1868, the Corrupt Practices Municipal Elections 
Act, 1872, the Parliamentary and Municipal Registration Act, 
1878, or any of the ssid Acts, or any Acts aren ing the same 
respe lively, shall henceforth be final and conclusive, unless in any 
case it shall teem fit tu the said High Court to give special leave 
to appeal therefrom to her Majesty’s Court of Appeal, whose 
decision in such case shall be fioul and conclusive.’ Tre 
Mu icipal Corporativus Act, 1872, by sectiua 14, sub-section 7, 
| euacts that where it appears to w superior court that the case 
|Taisd by @ municipal election petition *‘can be conveniently 

stuted us a special case, that court may direct the sume to be 
| Stated accordingly, and any such special care sbull Le heard before 


the superior court, and the decision of the superior court shell be 


| final.” Aud this evactment is, with the substitution of ‘ High 


‘ 


} 


} ! ’ ) PP 7 ’ > . ) 7 : / 5 iar ? 7 
Court for Superior court, repeated verbalin in section Uo of 


Hn 


H oie yy - ee . 4 . 2 . 5 
‘the copsundating Municipal Corporations Act, 1882 (appheq 





the 
be 
the 


has 
me 
ble 

in 
ers 
iso, 
ver 
tu- 
is 
mit 
ro- 
ler 
lge 


not 
the 


red 


on 


gh 





April 20, 188g. 


THE SOLICITORS’ fOURNAL. 393 











expressly to county councils, along with the other sections 
of ‘‘ Part IV.,” by section 75 of the Local Government Act, 
1888), which Act of 1882 repeals the whole of the Act of 
1872 and other Municipal Corporation Acts. We think, on 
the whole, that section 14 of the Judicature Act, 1881, is 
applicable to a petition against a county council election, 
but we cannot say that the question is free from doubt. 
Lady Sanpuvurst’s power to sit as a county councillor will, of 
course, depend upon the result of the appeal from the recent 
decision to the Court of Appeal, or of the judgment of the High 
Court if the appeal be not prosecuted. But what will happen to 
Miss Conpen and the other elected ladies who have not been peti- 
tioned against? We think it clear that they cannot be turned out 
by a quo warranto, for the 87th section of the Municipal Corpora- 
tions Act, 1882 (applied to county council elections by section 75 
of the Local Government Act, 1888), which provides that a muni- 
cipal election may be questioned on the ground, amongst others, 
‘‘that the person whose election is questioned was at the time of 
the election disqualified ” expressly enacts that ‘‘ a municipal elec- 
tion shall not be questioned on any of these grounds except by 
election petition.” The time for petitioning, twenty-one days (see 
section 88), having long passed by, can Miss Conpen and the other 
elected ladies continue to sit? We think that they can, but we 
think also that they will be liable to a penalty for so doing. For 
by section 41 of the Act of 1882 (applied to county councils by 
section 75 of the Local Government Act, 1888), ‘If any person 
acts in a corporate office without being qualified 
‘ he shall for each offence be liable to a fine not exceeding 
£50, recoverable by action,” though by section 42 ‘the acts and 
proceedings of a person in possession of a corporate office are valid 
notwithstanding his disqualification ’’ to be elected. 





WE Ake not surprised that Mr. Hastre’s motion at the recent 
meeting of the Incorporated Law Society should have only re- 
ceived three votes, for after the statement made by the president 
there could only be one result of the discussion. Mr. Hastie will, 
no doubt, feel bound to give equal publicity to the figures stated 
by the president to that he gave to his own grave allegations. 
Probably his letter to the secretary of the Incorporated Law 
Society was written under the influence of natural and proper 
indignation created by a recent lamentable case, and we 
imagine there are few members of the profession who do not 
share the indignation, or desire that every effort should be made 
to purge it of unworthy members. But while the subject of the 
resolutions proposed to be moved by Mr. Hastie may be proper 
to be considered by a meeting of solicitors, what is to be said of 
his judgment in sending a copy to the Zimes of a proposed resolu- 
tion to the effect that, “in the opinion of this meeting the recent 
frauds and thefts of solicitors have greatly shaken public confidence 
in the profession,” and a suggestion that ‘‘the public have grave 
cause for discontent in that we have not long ago devised come 
system for their security ’’ ? 








The report of the amendments on the Commissioners for Oaths Bill was 
brought up and agreed to on the 11th inst. 


By a piece of what appears to be very ill-judged economy, the Court of 
Common Council) has decided that the salary of the new registrar of the 
City of London Court shall be reduced to £1,000 a year, and that he shall 
be debarred from private practice. The result is shewn in the withdrawal 
from his intended candidature of Mr. F. K. Munton, than whom probably 
no one could be mentioned better qualified to carry out the duties of the 
Office. 


A correspondent says that at a sportsman’s exhibition which is being 
carried on in Holborn, at which all sorts of apparatus connected with 
eport are exhibited, and may be admired and bought, a learned judge, 
noted for his ardent pursuit of fishing, was to be seen last week examining 
ealmon-rods. Having had a large two-handed rod put together, he began 
to try it by swishing it about his head, as though he were on the borders of 
a river, and continued to do this for some time, to the great danger of the 
spectators, but apparently to his own satisfaction, for he subsequently 
purchased the rod. Turning then to another light and shert trout-rod, he 
went through similar mancuvres, and ultimately became the possessor of 
the two rods. Happily, there was no accident to any spectator, for it 
was evident that the eminent and learned swisher was well known, and 
the spectators, not only by reason of their respect for him, but for fear of 
the consequences to themselves in reepect of contempt of court, stood 
apart at a reasonable distance. : 





THE PRESIDENT OF THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY ON THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 


As our readers will see from the report of the meeting of the 
Incorporated Law Society, the council are taking energetic 
measures to protect the interests of the profession with regard to 
the Land Transfer Bill. They are fully alive to the fact, revealed 
by the recent notice of the Land Transfer Office, that the Bill is 
neither more nor less than an attempt to place the practice of con- 
veyancing, in relation to dealings with land, in other hands than 
those of solicitors. The president aiverted to “ the great grievance 
felt by the profession in the attempt in the Land Transfer Bill to 
allow conveyancing to pass into other hands than those of solici- 
tors,” and he added that ‘‘ upon that question I hear a great deal 
—it is before me almost night and day.” We trust we may be 
permitted to say that there could be no stronger or more exact 
corroboration of the doctrine we have been preaching week after 
weck for months past, and we are heartily rejoiced that the confi- 
dence we expressed at the commencement of the controversy that 
the council may be relied on to look after the interests of the pro- 
fession has been, so fer as activity is concerned, justified by their 
unsparing efforts in the line they have adopted. 

While we fully appreciate the energetic action of the council, 
we hope we shall not be considered unreasonable if we say that 
they are not yet on the right tack. It is no doubt desirable to 
obtain clauses in the Bill preserving the right of solicitors to 
transact land registry business; but we need hardly point out that 
no provisions will be inserted which will debar the office from doing 
any amount of solicitor’s work which it may think fit todo. All 
that can be hoped for in this direction is that solicitors may pick up 
the crumbs which fall from the official table. The disposition of 
the Lord Chancellor in the matter is sufficiently shewn by the fact 
that a single word from him would render unnecessary all these 
exertions of the president and council ; yet the word is not said. 
It is clear that, so far as the promoter of the Bill is concerned, it 
is intended that conveyancing business in connection with the 
transfer of land shall pass into other hands than those of solicitors. 

That this will be the result of the Bill is, indeed, expressly 
stated by the President of the Incorporated Law Society; and 
one would have thought that the inevitable conclusion would 
be that the most determined opposition would be organized 
to the compulsory clauses. It appears, however, that the 
efforts of the council have been, so far, exclusively aimed 
at securing the crumbs for the solicitors. This course has, 
at all events, one advantage. It absolutely dethrones the fetish 
to which we have often referred; for it places in the forefront the 
selfish, pecuniary interests of solicitors, about which hands 
were formerly held up in horror. We do not wonder that the 
members of the Select Committee of the House of Lords ask the 
president, ‘‘ How can we look after solicitors’ remuneration ?” 
They no doubt consider that if solicitors thought that their 
remuneration was threatened they would follow, and ought to 
follow, the example of every other body, and oppose the Bill by all 
the political influence they possess. ; ; 

Messrs. Mine & Mitye, to whom the president paid a well- 
deserved compliment, and the solicitors of the Strand Division, 
have conclusively shewn that the only argument which avails 
with the promoter of the Land Transfer Bill is an argument 
addressed to the party whips, and we earnestly hope and believe 
that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society will come to 
see that this is the course which must be taken if they mean to 
protect effectually the interests of solicitors. We need not tell 
the president—what he knows well enough already—that the 
credit of the council with the profession, and the probability of 
the Incorporated Law Society embracing in its membership the 
great majority of the profession, depends on the course tsken by 
the council in this matter. We yield to no one in the desire that 
the council should maintain and increase the well-deserved con- 
fidence hitherto placed in them by the profession, and that the 
influence of the society should be increased; and it is this wish 
which has led us to make these remarks. 








On the 11th inst. the Royal Assent wes given by commission to the 
Army Annual Act and the National Debt Redemption Act. 
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CURTESY IN A WIFE’S FREEHOLDS HELD FOR HER 
SEPARATE USE OR AS HER SEPARATE PROPERTY. 


Curtesy does not very often arise at the present day in lands of 
which the wife is seised at the time of the marriage, as regards 
large family estates, which are commonly brought into settlement. 
The right, however, not unfrequently arises in the case of small 
unsettled properties, and in the case of lands to which wives 
become entitled in possession during the coverture. A question of 
great interest and of some importance with regard to curtesy is, 
whether the right attaches to a wife’s freeholds of inheritance held 
for her separate use or as her separate property, either under an 
express limitation contained in a deed or will, or by virtue of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. 

And, first, as to freeholds expressly limited to the separate use of 
a married woman. This point has been the subject of much con- 
flict of judicial decision. In Hearle v. Greenbank (1 Ves. sen. 307, 
s. c. 3 Atk. 715) a testator devised freeholds to trustees to the sole 
and proper use of his daughter for her life to be at her own dis- 
poral, with power notwithstanding coverture to dispose thereof 
and Lord Harpwicke held that the daughter’s husband was not 
entitled to curtesy, inasmuch as he had no seisin in right of his 
wife during the coverture. His lordship had, however, previously, 
in the case of Roberts v. Dixwell (1 Atk., at p. 609), expressed a 
contrary opinion. And this view was adopted by Lracn, V.C., in 
Morgan v. Morgan (5 Madd. 408), and by Smapwett, V.C., in 
Follet v. Tyrer (14 Sim. 125), in both of which cases the separate 
use extended only to the wife’s life estate. In J/oore v. Webster 
(15 W. R. 167, L. R. 3 Eq. 267), where freeholds were devised 
to the separate use of a married woman in fee, Stuart, V.C., held 
that the husband, not having any legal or equitable seisin, was ex- 
cluded from being tenant by the curtesy. But in Appleton v. 
Rowley (L. R. 8 Eq 139), where the circumstances were similar, 
Matis, V.C., said that the true criterion was whether the wife is 
seised of an equitable estate of inheritance, and held the husband 
to be entitled. In Cooper v. Macdonald (26 W. R. 377, 7 Ch. D. 
288), Jesset, M.R., treated it as settled law that where a married 
woman has an estate of inheritance to her separate use, and does 
not dispose of it by deed or will, her husband is entitled to curtesy. 
The same learned judge re-asserted this opinion in Eager v. Fur- 
nival (17 Ch. D., at p. 119); and the correctness of this view has 
been assumed by Bacon, V.C., in Shurmur v. Sedgwick (31 W. RB. 
884, 24 Ch. D., at p. 605). It would thus seem to be established 
by a preponderance of modern decisions that curtesy is not excluded 
by a limitation to the separate use of the wife, either for life, or in 
fee: See also Lewin on Trusts, 735; Vaizey on Settlements, 793 
et seq. 

Considerable difficulty arises as to the question whether or not 
the effect of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 (46 & 47 
Vict. c. 75), is to destroy the husband’s right by the curtesy where 
the marriage has taken place, or where the wife’s title has accrued, 
since the commencement of that Act. On the one hand it seems to 
be arguable that, logically, having regard to the principal and 
essential characteristics of curtesy, the right must, in such cases, be 
gone. This view is thus stated by Messrs. Wolstenholme and 
Tuiner (Conveyancing Acts, p. 9):—*‘ The estate by the curtesy 
was an extension during the husband’s whole life (arising on the 
birth of inheritable issue) of his freehold in right of his wife 
during the joint lives (Burton R. P. 145, 146), where the estate 
vi the wife was an estate of inheritance in possession (Fearne 
C. R. 341, 342), If the estate by the curtesy still exists, it is 
wholly changed in its nature. The husband has no present free- 
hold in his wife’s right, nor can he have any remainder, there 
being no particular estate. He must take, if at all, by quasi- 
descent in the same manner as the heir. It seems difficult to 
say that the Act impliedly creates a new kind of descent.’ It was 
formerly considered that the title of the husband accrues, if at all, 
during the wife’s life, upon the birth of issue of the marriage, 
though it only accrues complete or ‘‘ consummate” on her death. 
‘‘ A woman taketh husband and hath issue; lands descend to the 
wife ; the husband enters ; and after the wife is found an idiot by 
office, the lands shall be seized by the King, for the title of the 
tenancy by the curtesy and of the King begin at one instant, and 
the title of the King shall be preferred” (Co. Litt. 30 b., and see 
Hargreave’s Notes; but see contrd Jones y. Davies, 8 Jur. N. 8. 





592). The close connection between the husband’s estate during 
the coverture and his right by the curtesy is illustrated by the 
well-established distinction between curtesy and dower, in that 
legal or equitable seisin is generally necessary to support the 
former and not the latter, inasmuch as the husband can at any 
time during the coverture enter on the wife’s lands by reason of 
his estate, while the wife has no power of entry on the lands of 
her husband. Again, the language of the statute might seem, at 
first sight, by implication to negative the claim to curtesy. It 
provides, by section 1 (i.), that a married woman shall, in accord- 
ance with the Act, be capable of holding any real property ‘‘as 
her separate property, in the same manner as if she were a feme 
sole, without the intervention of a trustee”: and, by sections 2 and 
5, every woman, married after the commencement of the Act, or 
married before that date, as to property her title to which accrues 
thereafter, ehall be entitled to hold as her separate property all real 
property to which she is, or may become, entitled. The expression 
‘‘as a feme sole” might seem open to a construction which would 
deprive the husband of all rights and interests in his wife’s 
property, either during the coverture or after her death ; and it is 
submitted that this construction does not necessarily oust her eldest 
son from taking her realty as heir-at-law, for the term “‘ feme sole” 
applies equally to all women not undera present coverture, whether 
maids or widows. Moreover, it is quite clear that the statute 
has entirely destroyed the husband’s estate in his wife’s realty 
during the coverture, which, according to the old text-writers, 
was the foundation on which the superstructure of curtesy, in 
certain events, rested. 

On the other hand, this last consideration has lost much of its 
force by reason of the decisions cited above, which seem to have 
established that the seisin necessary to support curtesy may be 
that of the wife, or of trustees for the wife, for her separate use, 
so that the separate use, whether attached to her life interest or 
to the fee, will not exclude the right. Again, curtesy is nowhere 
expressly referred to in the Act, and it is difficult to believe that 
the courts would hold an old-established and well-known right to 
be abolished unless the intention of the Legislature to abolish it 
was necessarily to be implied from the words of the Act, which 
does not seem to be the case. It does not necessarily follow that, 
because the connection between the husband’s estate during the 
coverture and his right by the curtesy has ceased by reason of the 
destruction of the former, therefore curtesy has been put an end 
to; it may well be the effect of the statute that merely one of the 
conditions formerly necessary to support curtesy is now dispensed 
with, as has been already done by judicial decision in the case of 
the limitation of a legal or equitable estate to the wife’s separate 
use, but that the right continues nevertheless. In the next place. 
the argument from the use of the expression “‘ asa /feme sole” 
cannot now be much relied on. It may be that this expression is 
to be read in close connection with the words immediately follow- 
ing, ‘‘ without the intervention of a trustee,” and that the effect of 
the whole clause is merely to do away with the former necessity 
of such intervention. It has been held that the words ‘“‘as a 
feme sole” do not, as regards personal estate, oust the husband 
from his former rights thereto on an intestacy: Re Lambert, 
Stanton v. Lambert (39 Ch. D. 626). In that case (at p. 635) 
Stirling, J., said: ‘‘The Act simpiy confers on married women 
the capacity to acquire, to hold and dispose of by will or other- 
wise of property as if they were femes sole. None of these 
matters are in question. The acquisition and holding of the pro- 
perty are past and gone. The dispute is as to the devolution of 
property undisposed of. Now, with this the Act does not purport 
to deal.” See Smart v. Tranter (W. N., 1888, p. 246). See 
also (as illustrating the apparent tendency of the courts in con- 
struing the Act) the decisions in Symonds v. Halle¢ (24 Ch. D. 
346); te March (27 Ch. D. 166), Re Jupp (39 Ch. D. 148), 
and Butler v. Butler (14 Q. B. D. 835). It would seem, from 
these decisions, that the intention and operation of the Act is 
merely to enable a married woman, during the coverture, freely to 
dispose of her property real and personal without the intervention 
or concurrence of her husband, and not to alter the devolution on 
her death of her property not so disposed of. The purpose of the 
Act is, as it is submitted, having regard to the decisions last above 
referred to, merely the protection and benefit of married women ; 
and, in the words of Maus, V.C. (with reference to limitations 





to the separate use of a wife), in Appleton vy. Rowley (L. R. 8 Eq., 
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at p. 142), “it would be contrary to principle that a clause intro- 
duced for the benefit and protection of the wife should prevent the 
husband from having his right to curtesy.” On the whole, there- 
fore, it is conceive that the right of the husband to curtesy in the 
wife’s freeholds not disposed of by her by deed or will, remains 
in full force, notwithstanding the Act, as it did before the Act as 
to such property, if limited for her separate use. 








REVIEWS. 
COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


PROCEDURE AND PRACTICE IN THE County Courts INCLUDING 
Equity, ADMIRALTY, AND PROBATE JURISDICTION AND THE 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY ACT, WITH AN APPENDIX OF ALL THE 
STATUTES REGULATING CounTy CouRT PROCEEDINGS FROM 1852 
To 1889, AND THE County CourT RULES AND Forms, 1889, 
&c. Szeconp Epition. By J. Gorpon McCut.aau, Barrister-at- 
law. Waterlow Brothers & Layton (Limited). 


The appearance of a new edition of this work, within so short a 
time after the production of the first edition, is, of course, primarily, 
if not entirely, due to the passing of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
and to the issue, in the present year, of new rules and forms govern- 
ing county court practice. At the same time we can readily believe 
that, in any event, a second edition would have been speedily called 
for by the public, for, as stated by the author in his preface, the 
first edition met with a favourable reception from county court 
officials as well as from both branches of the legal profession. The 
present moment is certainly favourable to the production of inex- 
pensive legal handbooks, and the volume before us distinctly belongs 
to this class, and doubtless supplies a real want. Within the com- 
pass of some 746 pages Mr. McCullagh has dealt in a careful and 
intelligent manner, though the arrangement adopted by him is not 
altogether perfect, with the jurisdiction and practice of the county 
courts in ordinary cases, in probate matters, and also under the 
Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts and the Employers’ Liability Act. 
Moreover, the jurisdiction and practice of the county courts under 
special statutes and in bankruptcy are briefly noticed in chapter 1, 
and are also referred to subsequently, though no real attempt is 
made to deal with these extensive subjects in a comprehensive and 
exhaustive manner. Indeed, they can hardly be said to lie within 
the scope of the volume before us, which has no actual claim to 
recognition as a complete practice of the county courts, though it 
undoubtedly possesses very real merit. 

It is to be regretted that the appendix occupies so much space— 
that is to say, 460 pages, while the commentary is confined within 
the modest limits of 285 pages. Moreover, the entire absence from 
the appendix of all references to the pages of the commentary when 
mention is made of the various statutes, rules, and forms set out, 
constitutes, in our opinion, a somewhat serious omission, which 
cannot fail, we fear, to diminish the general utility of the work, and 
is certainly not compensated for by by marginal references in the 
commentary to the text of the particular section or rule therein 
referred to. Indeed, the latter references, though useful, are not 
indispensable, and might, in our judgment, have been omitted, 
without serious detriment; for the reader can always readily find 
the section or rule he requires, by merely turning over the leaves of 
the appendix, without being informed of the exact Ny scone it is 
set out. Butif, on the other hand, he should not happen to be 
thoroughly familiar with Mr. McCullagh’s treatise, and should wish 
to know where a particular section or rule is noticed in the com- 
mentary, he obviously cannot immediately obtain this information 
without the aid of references, either marginal or else appended to 
each section and rule, It is true that prefixed to the index is a note 
to the effect that numerals in thick type refer to the statutes and 
orders. This does not, however, ren ed supply the deficiency in 
question, which we therefore hope will, in any future edition, be duly 
rectified. The table of cases might, with it pa ge be greatly im- 
proved by the insertion, after each case cited, of references to the 
reports where it is to be found. The author claims to have inserted 
all. reported cases up to March, 1889, and we believe that this claim 
may, with a few reservations, fairly be conceded. The index, which 
covers 120 pages, has been carefully compiled, a special feature being 
the alphabetical arrangement of forms, which is calculated to save 
county court practitioners both time and labour. Included in the 
present volume are various forms of particulars of claim in tort, 
ejectment, administration, Admiralty causes, &c., which are not com- 
prised in the appendix to the Rules of 1889. 








Scene in the Court of Appeal. Mr. X. (never before repressed by any 
judge): “And now, my Juds, I will pass to the second head of my argu- 
ment.’? The Lord Chancellor: ‘‘Oh! Mr. X., the court is with you on 
the second question. Mr. R., will you go on?” 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


ATTORNMENT CLAUSES IN MORTGAGES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Would not the difficulty caused by the recent decision of 
Re Willis, Fx parte Kennedy, be overcome in all future mortgages 
where the mortgagor occupies the premises by the insertion of some 
such — as 7 - — oo ? AsI understand the decision, it 
is not the mere fact that the mort r is tenant to the nae 
that makes the attornment clause, at conily inserted, objectionable, 
but that it gives, as security for the interest, a power of distress 
over the goods of the mortgagor. Under the clause I suggest no 
such power would be vested in the mortgagee, but he would be 
entitled, in the event of the interest falling into arrear, to give the 
mortgagor notice to quit, and, if that is not complied with, he could 
take proceedings to eject, in which, if his writ were properly in- 
am he vould get the order which order 14 enables the court to 
make. 

_ It is assumed that no mortgagee would take this course unless he 
is prepared to enter into possession, and the clause I have drawn 
would enable him to deal with a mortgagor who refused to give 
possession. There is nothing in the recent decision, as I understand 
it, to prevent the mortgagor giving possession to the mortgagee, and 
thereupon the latter may grant a lease to the mortgagor at such a 
rental as will provide for the payment of interest and principal by 
instalments. Only, of course, the mortgagee will be in possession, 
and subject to all the contingencies of that position. 

RICHD, BARTRAM. 
St. Stephen’s-chambers, Telegraph-street, Moorgate-street, 
London, EC, April 13. 

The following is the suggested attornment clause :— 

And this indenture further witnesseth that for the consideration 
aforesaid the said [mortgagor] doth hereby attorn a tenant of the 
ssid premises to the said [mortgagee] at the rent of one peppercorn, 
psyaktle yearly during the continuance of this security; and the said 
[mortgagor] doth hereby covenant with the said [mortgagee] that 
upon receiving months’ notice to that effect from the said 
[mortgagee] he will quit the said premises and give up possession 
thereof to the said [mortgageej. And it is hereby agreed and declared 
by and between the said parties hereto that, in the event of the said 
[mortgagor] neglecting or refusing to quit the occupation of the said 
— in pursuance of the said notice, the term hereby created shall 

e deemed to be determined, and the said [mortgagee] shall be en- 
titled to all the remedies to which a landlord is entitled by way of 
ejectment in the case of a tenant whose term has expired. Provided 
always that so long as the interest payable under this security is 
paid on the respective days aforesaid or within twenty-one days 
thereof respectively, the said [mortgagee] shall not be entitled to give 
the notice to quit hereinbefore mentioned. Provided, further, that if 
at any time during the continuance of this security the said 
[mortgagor] shall desire to quit the occupation of the said premises, 
and shall give three months’ notice thereof to the said | mortgagee}, 
the tenancy hereby created shall be determined upon such occupation 
being vacated. 

[We reserved last week the question of the effect of Re Willis on 
Daubuz v. Lavington (32 W. R. 772, 13 Q. B. D. 347), as to which we 
were not entirely satisfied, but, as at present advised, we do not see 
that the latter decision is affected. Our agp suggestion 
is an ingenious one, but the doubt suggests itself whether the court 
would consider that the attornment clause proposed created the 
ordinary ‘relation of landlord and tenant” on which the judgments 
in the latter decision rested.—Eb, S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK.* 


Court of Appeal, 
LISTER v. WOOD—No. 1, 13th April. 


Counry Covrts—Proursrrion—ArrgaL wiTtnout Leave—Powsr or JupGE 
TO GRANT New Triau. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Huddleston. 
B., and Manisty, J.) refusing an application for a rohibition to the 
county court judge of Yorkshire. The action was brought for trespass on a 
moor, the defence set up was that there was a right of common over tha 
moor appurtenant to the defendant’s farm. When the case came on for 
trial on Kovember 10, 1888, the county court judge held that, as the value 
of the lands over which, and the lands in respect of which, the right of 
common was claimed were above £25 per annum, he had no juris- 
diction to try the action under section 12 of the County Courts Act, 
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1867. Afterwards, by leave of the judge, notice of motion for a new 
trial was given, and on January 12, 1889, his honour directed a new trial 
of the action. The defendant then applied for a probibition, which was 
refused by the Divisional Court. From this decision the defendant 
appealed. 

Tue Court (Fry and Lorszs, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Fay, L.J., said 
that a preliminary objection had been taken to the hearing of the appeal— 
namely, that it had been brought without the leave of the Divisional Court. 
Prior to the County Courts Act, 1888, there was no doubt that appeals on 
questions of prohibitions to county courts came within the ordinary rule, by 
which there was a right of appeal to the Court of Appeal from all de- 
cisions of the Divisional Court, but by section 128 of that Act it was pro- 
vided that an application for a prohibition to the county court should ‘‘ be 
proceeded with and heard in the same manner in all respects as any case 
of an appeal duly brought from the decision of a judge.’’ It was urged 
that the effect of that section, taken-with section 45 of the Judicature Act, 
1873, which provided that the leave of the Divisional Court should be 
necessary in order to carry an appeal from a county court judge to the 
Court of Appeal from the Divisional Court, was that the leave of the 
Divisional Court was a condition precedent to this appeal. The section 
was, however, one relating to procedure in the High Court only, and it 
did not impose on appeals to the Court of Appeal on questions of pro- 
hibition the condition that the leave of the Divisional Court must be given. 
The court, therefore, had jurisdiction to entertain this appeal, even although 
the leave of the Divisional Court to bring it had not been given. It had 
been urged for the defendant that the county court judge, when he decided 
in November that he had no jurisdiction to hear the case, became functus 
officio, and that as there was no trial then, he could not grant a new trial 
in January. But on the first occasion he would have to hear evidence as 
to value, and on that evidence he had ordered the case to be struck out 
under section 14 of the County Courts Act, 1867. But by section 89 of 
the County Courts Act, 1846, which was practically re-enacted in the 
County Courts Act, 1888, the judge had power to order a new trial ‘‘in 
every case whatever” if he should think fit. It would be strange to say, 
therefore, that he had no power to order a new trial of this case which was 
set down for trial, and which came on for trial in November, although the 
only order then made was that it should be struck out. Lopks, L.J., con- 
curred.— Counsen, Channell, Q.C., and Courthope Munro; Macaskie. 
Soxicitors, Emmet, Son, § Stubbs, for Highley, Halifax; Arthur Toovey. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
BATTEN v. GEDGE—Kay, J., 13th April. 


InsuNcTION—CHURCHWAY WITHIN CHURCHYARD—REMOVAL OF STEPS FROM 
Roap to Cuvrcuyarp—Facutty—EccestasticaL CourT—JURISDICTION, 


This was an action brought by a parishioner against the incumbent and 
churchwardens of Barwick, seeking a mandatory injunction to compel 
them to restore certain steps leading up to the churchyard from the high 
road. These steps had been wholly within the limits of the churchyard, 
and were removed during some alterations made in the church; a faculty 
was obtained for the alterations, but it did not extend to the removal of 
the steps. The defendants argued that if a wrong had been done there 
was a complete remedy in the Ecclesiastical Court, and the High Court 
ought not to interfere. 

Kay, J, said that the Ecclesiastical Court had jurisdiction to order the 
restoration of the steps. It was admitted that, if the removal of the steps 
could be authorized by a faculty, a faculty could now be obtained to con- 
firm what had been done. There was no doubt that a faculty could 
authorize such removal. No case had been cited where this court had 
interfered with a churchway within the churchyard at the suit of a 
parishioner. If this court were to grant the mandatory injunction asked, 
a faculty might be obtained confirming what had been done, which this 
court would have no right to prevent or interfere with. This was a case 
in which the court ought to decline to exercise jurisdiction, and the 
action must be dismissed. No costs.—Covnset, Sir’ W. Phillimore, QC., 
and Blake Odgers; C. Stubbs ; Renshaw, Q.C., and W.D. Rawlins. Sourct- 
ToKS, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for W. Marsh, Yeovil; Bolton, Robbins, Busk 
$ Co., for Hobbs § Davies, Wells. , 


MORRISON ». THE SKERNE IRON WORKS (LIM )—Chitty, J., 10th April. 
R.S.C., L., 16—Recerver—Secvrity 


This case raised a question as to the effect of the appointment of a re- 
cciver of the property of a company where there was no direction in the 
order as to his giving security. The action was an ordinary one 
by debenture-bholders to realize their security. On the 10th of January, 
18583, Mr. Waterhouse was appointed interim receiver until the 13th of 
January with power to take possession of the property of the company. 
On the 12th of January he was continued as receiver. In neither order 
was there any direction as to his giving security. The receiver entered 
into possession and remained, and was in possession on the 18th of March 
1889, when a judgment creditor of the company levied execution on the 
goods and chattels of the company then in the possession of the receiver. 
The receiver gave notice of his claim on behalf of debenture-holders and 
an interpleader issue was directed. On the 2lst of April, 1888, the 
ordinary judgment in a debenture-holders’ action was taken, and the re- 
celver was continued, and was directed to give security within a limited 
period. By arrangement the validity of the execution came on to be 
argued. The executiou creditor submitted that the receiver had never 
been in lawful possession, as he had never given security according to ord. 


ceiver to be appointed, unless otherwise ordered the person to be 
appointed shall first give security. Therefore, until security was given 
the receiver was not entitled to possession, and the judgment creditor was 
entitled to levy. 

Curry, J., said that it had been argued in effect that Waterhouse had 
not been appointed receiver by either of the orders of the 10th or 12th 
of January, 1883. That was not so. He had been duly appointed, with 
directions to take possession, and he did not think that ord. 50, r. 16, had 
any application. The cases which had been cited had no bearing, 
because there a receiver had only been appointed ‘‘on giving security,” 
and it was obvious that in such a case there could be no receiver until 
security had been given. He was of opinion that the receiver was 
validly in possession, and, therefore, that the judgment creditor was not 
entitled tothe goods. He should add that the orders made had not fol- 
lowed his usual practice, which was, that if no security was to be given it 
should be especially mentioned in the order, and if no security was to be 
required until a particular time he always required that the person obtaining 
the appointment should be responsible for the receiver’s receipts in the 
meantime.—CovunseL, Romer, Q.C, and Kirby; E. Beaumont; Bramwell 
Davis. Souscrrors, Wilde, Berger, § Wilde ; Munns § Longden. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Re BATTEN, Ex parte MILNE—C. A. No 1, 15th and 16th April. 


Deep or ARRANGEMENT—REGISTRATION—MATERIAL ALTERATION™DEEDS 
or ARRANGEMENT Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 57). 

This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Oave and 
Charles, JJ.), reported 37 W. R. 303, and raised a question of con- 
siderable importance. On June 25, 1858, Batten executed a deed which 
purported to be made between himself and Milne, a committee of in- 
spection, and ‘‘the several persons, companies, and firms whose names 
are hereunder signed and affixed, being creditors of the said C. Batten, 
and all other creditors acceding hereto,’? and which recited that 
‘* whereas the debtor is indebted or liable to the eaid creditors in or for 
the several sums set opposite their respective names in the schedule here- 
to, and being unable to meet such liabilitics in full,’’ he assigned all his 
property to Milne upon trust to pay the costs and priority debts, 
‘and to divide the balance of such moneys rateably among the creditors 
parties hereto (including as such creditors, if the trustee and inspectors 
shall determine, but not otherwise, such persons, being creditors of the 
said debtor, as may have refused or neglected to execute these presents).”’ 
On July 2, 1888, the deed was duly registered in accordance with the 
provisions of the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887, but in the copy of the 
schedule then filed the name of only one creditor appeared for £80 as 
having executed the deed. Subsequently to the registration several other 
creditors executed the deed. Ou September 24, 1888, a bankruptcy 
petition was presented against Batten, upon which a receiving order was 
made on October 13. Milne, the trustee under the deed of arrangement, 
appealed against the receiving order on the ground—which was admitted 
to be correct—that the petitioning creditor’s debt did not amount to £50. 
The court, however, considered that the deed was void since it had not 
been registered in the form in which it had been produced, and therefore 
held that the trustee had no locus standi to object to the receiving order. 
Against this decision Milne appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lores, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal, and discharged the receiving order. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that 
it was admitted that if the trustee had a locus standi he was a person 
aggrieved, and the receiving order must go because it was made on an 
insufficient petitioning debt. His locus standi depended on the question 
whether or not the deed of arrangement was a valid deed, properly 
registered. If it were not it would be void, and the trustee could 
not come in to take the objection which would be fatal to the 
receiving order. The question depended on the true construction of the 
deed itself and of the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887. ‘Taking the deed 
first, as though no such Act were in existence, the court had to see whether 
the deed on which the trustee relied when he objected to the bankruptcy 
was the same as the deed which was registered on July 2. It was not 
denied that a deed had been registered, but it had been urged that the 
deed relied on by the trustee had not been registered, because it was 
different from the deed which had been registered. If, however, all that 
had been done subsequent to the registration was within the terms of 
the deed which had been registered, and to carry out that deed, it could 
not be said that that was an alteration of the deed. The deed determined 
who were to be the parties to the deed, and it contemplated not only the 
creditors who actually executed the deed by putting their signatures and 
seals to it, but also those who, without executing it, acceded or assented to 
it, and those who had refused or neglected to execute it, but who never- 
theless might be admitted to its benefits by the trustee, and who thus 
were to become parties to the deed. However late they might come in, 
such creditors, if they were admitted, were to be considered as parties to 
the deed, and to share in the benefits of the distribution. The suggestion 
that the deed was complete at the moment of registration, and was 
afterwards altered by the addition of the names of creditors, was therefore 
untenable. The addition of the names was no alteration, but was only in 
fulfilment of what was contemplated by the deed. Then came 
the question whether the deed had been rightly registered ac- 
cording to the Act. The effect of the Act was that such a deed, 
if not registered within seven days after the first execution thereof 
by the debtor or any creditor, was absolutely void. The deed, although 
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registered, was nevertheless an act of bankruptcy if a petition were 
presented within three months of its execution, The execution from 
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which the seven days began to run was the first execution, whether by the 
debtor or any one of the creditors. Then, by section 6 of the Act, in 
order that the registration should be efficient, a true copy of the deed and 
of every schedule or inventory annexed thereto or referred to therein must 
be filed. That true copy of the schedule must be of the schedule as it 
existed at the date of registration. Then there must be an affidavit, which 
might apparently be made by anybody, verifying the time of execution, 
and an affidavit by the debtor stating the names and addresses of his 
ercditors ; that meant of all his creditors, and not of those only who had 
executed or assented to the deed of arrangement. On that reading of the 
statute it was impossible to say that the schedule was to contain the 
names of all the creditors executing the deed, and must be complete before 
registration. To construe the statute in that way would be to render 
void the majority of such deeds of arrangement. The Legislature did 
not intend that the Act should be construed so strictly. It was intended 
to be construed liberally, so as to include, as far as possible, all deeds of 
arrangement. The deed, therefore, was rightly registered, and was not 
subsequently altered. It was consequently valid, and gave Milne the 
requisite /ocus standi. Fry, L.J., concurred. There were two answers to 
the contention that the trustee had no locus standi. In the first place, it 
was a matter of common knowledge that tbe subsequent cancellation of 
an instrument which had conveyed an estate, although it might destroy 
the evidence of that conveyance, did not divest the estate. Therefore, 
even if this deed had been so altered subsequent to the registration as to 
amount to a cancellation, the estate would still remain in the trustee to 
whom it had been assigned by the deed which was registered, and he 
would therefore have a locus standi to object to the receiving order. In the 
second place, the addition of the names of creditors after registration was 
not an alteration, but a fulfilment of what tke deed, on the face of it, 
contemplated. The provisions of the deed were calculated to enable the 
trustee to compel creditors to execute the deed. That, therefore, could 
not cancel the deed. As to the registration under the Act of 1887, the law 
and practice prior to that Act were very familiar. The courts had always 
ccnsidered such schemes as being for the benefit of creditors, and had 
Je: nt strongly towards the letting in of creditors under such deeds, and 
forcing the trustees to let the creditors in and give them a pari passu claim 
under them. Looking at the Act of 1887 with that knowledge of the law 
and practice as existing when it was passed, it became plain that it was 
not intended to alter it. When the statute was examined, it was seen 
that it was not intended that the names of the creditors should be known 
to the public. It would be unnecessary, if so, to require the estimated 
liabilities to be registered. Lorgs, L.J., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—CounsgL, Rigty, Q.C., Wace, Yate Lee, and F. C. Willis; Sir R. E. 
Webster, A.G., Muir Mackenzie, and Herbert Reed. Soutcirors, Burn ¢ 
Berridge, for Trapnell, Bristol; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re G, MAYOR COOKE (A SOLICITOR)—C.A. No. 1, 10th, 11th, and 
12th April. 


Motion acatnst Soricrrorn ror Jmprorer Conpuct—InstituTInc Pro- 
CEEDINGS FOR Pwurrosk or Costs—Excessive Costs—Susrension— 
APrrEAL—REVERSAL OF ORDER OF SUSPENSION, 


In this case a solicitor appealed from an order of the Divisional Court 
suspending him from practice for a year. A motion was made against 
the solicitor b7 the Incorporated Law Society upon a master’s report on a 
case stated in the report, the substance of which was that he had un- 
necessarily incurred costs to the amount of over £400 in respect of the 
sale and division of a property which only realized £365. The case, as 
stated in the master’s report, was substantially as follows:—A widow 
lady named Coppin was entitled to a house and premises at Croydon for life, 
and after her death the property went to her daughter, a Mrs. Allen, and 
several other persons as tenants in common. An endeavour was made by 
Mrs. Coppin by gift and by devise to transfer the property to her daughter, 
Mrs. Allen, alone, but counsel advised that she had no power to do this, 
as she had only a life estate, and it was suggested that the best course to 
pursue would be for the tenants in common to agree to sell and divide 
the proceeds, and that, failing that, there would be a suit for a partition, 
in which the gale would be ordered as of course. It was alleged that the 
solicitor at once, without any attempt to aecertain if the other parties 
interested would agree with the daughter for a sale, brought an action in 
the county court for a partition and sale, and for the appointment of a 
receiver, making an affidavit in support of it, which the master stated to 
be misleading; and in August, 1886, a receiver was appointed at an 
expense in costs of nearly £50, it being alleged that there was no rent 
then in arrear, and no necessity for a receiver, and that the application 
for a receiver was only made for the purpose of making costs. ‘The suit 
was carried to a hearing, when an order for the sale of the property was 
made by consent of all parties, and certain inquiries were directed which 
it was alleged were unnecessary, and in September, 1886, the property 
was cold, and realized £365. ‘Che solicitor then delivered three bills of 
costs; one for Mrs. Allen, the daughter, which amounted to £300 ; 
another against one of the defendants for about £45; and a third for the 
trustee for £15; amounting in all to £360, to which was to be added £40 
for costs of the order for the receiver, making altogether £400, or £35 
more than the proceeds of the sale of the property. The first bill of 
costs was reduced on taxation by £177, the bill for £45 was reduced by 
the sum of £37, and the sum of £15 was disallowed. The master reported 


the application for a receiver was ef no use or benefit to the estate, the 
result of which would only be to increase the costs which were to come 
out of the estate; that the hearing was unnecessary, because prior to the 
date of it the solicitor had been told that the other parties would agree to 
asale.”” And he further commented on ‘the enormous size of the bills 
of costs, shewing the total amount to be some £30 more than the funds in 
court, and the result of the taxation above shewn.’’ An aflidavit was 
made by Mrs. Allen in favour of the solicitor, in which she stated that 
she had not been on friendly terms with her brother and sisters, who 
claimed the estate, and that, after obtaining counsel’s opinion, she told 
the solicitor that she would have nothing to do with her brother and 
sisters, but should at once commence an action for partition, and she 
directed him at once to commence proceedings, and without any délay to 
apply for a receiver. The solicitor also made an affidavit in explanation, 
in which he stated that he had acted on these instructions in instituting a 
suit and applying for a receiver. The Divisional Court directed the solicitor 
to be suspended for a year, and to pay all costs. The solicitor now 
appealed in person. 

Tne Covurr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorrs, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. Lord Esugr, M.R., said that the motion was made against a 
solicitor for such misconduct in his profession as would call upon the 
court either to strike him off the rolls or deal with him by way of punish- 
ment in some other manner. The application was made by the Law 
Society, who had conducted the case, as they did all the cases they 
took up, with the utmost fairness on their part. The society would not 
have done their duty unless they had directed an inquiry to be made, as, 
at all events, on the first complexion, it did teem to be a most astound- 
ingly wicked cise. But when such a motion was made asking the court 
to exercise penal jurisdiction over a solicitor, it was not sufficient to shew 
that his conduct was such as to support an action for negligence or want 
of skill. In order to support such a motion as the present it must be 
shewn that he had done something dishonourable to him as aman and dis- 
honourable in his profession. A solicitor was bound to act with the utmost 
honour on behalf of his client. He was bound to exercise the utmost 
skill for his client; but neither a barrister nor a solicitor was bound to 
degrade himself in carrying on acase. Neither a barrister nor a solicitor 
ought to fight unfairly, but short of that they ought to use every effort to 
bring the case of a client to a successful issue. Neither a barrister nor a 
solicitor ought to set himself up as a judge of his client’s case. They had 
no right to forsake a client on any mere suspicion of their own as to his 
chances of success, but they had to do everything they could for their 
client except degrade themselves. The duty of a solicitor to his client 
was a duty arising from his relation to the client, and he had 
not that relation to the adversary of his client. The solicitor had 
a duty also to the court. It was a breach of duty wilfully to mislead 
the court by keeping back information which he knew the court 
ought to have, or by stating facts which he knew to be untrue. If a 
solicitor or a barrister wilfully misled the court in a matter which 
but for that would come to the knowledge of the court, that was dis- 
honourable conduct. How far a barrister or a solicitor might go on 
behalf of his client was a thing too difficult to give an abstract definition 
of, but when it came to concrete cases it was possible to say whether 
the thing which had been done was fair or not. If a client came 
to a solicitor with a case which, to every lawyer, must be absolutely 
hopeless, and if the client were to insist on the solicitor going on 
with that hopeless case, the client being ignorant of law and the 
solicitor knowing that the case was certainly hopeless, if the solicitor 
were to go on in consequence of those mad instructions, and made costs 
between the time of those instructions and the case going into court, 
knowing that the case was hopeless, he would be betraying his client, and 
he ought to tell his client that he would not goon. But short of that, if 
he did not come to the conclusion that the case was absolutely hopeless, 
he ought to warn his client of the risk, and advise him not to go on, and 
if after that the client went on, the solicitor would be doing vothing 
degrading. Futher, if the case were a proper case for litigation, and the 
solicitor knew what were the right steps to take, but knowingly took a 
multitude of wrong steps, with the object of running up costs, and sent in 
an enormous bill, he would be acting dishonourably. The solicitor was 
bound to do the best for his client to his own knowledge, and to do it in the 
best way to his own knowledge, and if he did not do that he acted 
dishonourably. Again, if a solicitor knew his client must succeed, and 
that the adversary would have to pay the costs, if the solicitor made 
unnecessary costs, not that his client would pay them, but the antagonist, 
he would be fighting unfairly, and would be acting dishonourably. Those 
instances were not exhaustive, and many others might be suggested. A 
barrister or a solicitor was not bound to assist his adversary, and it was 
absurd to say that if he knew of a witness who would assist his adversary 
aud damage his own case he must tell the other side. But if a solicitor 
knew that a witness had made an affidavit and that it had been used, and 
that the judge did not know that it had been used, and that if the judge 
looked at it it might influence his decision, and if he knew that the judge 
was ignorant of the affidavit, he was bound to tell the judge and not keep 
it back. Further, if a solicitor was instructed by his client, and something 
could be done within the forms of law which would injure the antagonist 
unnecessarily, but nevertheless his own client instructed the solicitor to do 
it to gratify the malice of the client, if the solicitor knew what he was 
asked to do was unnecessary and wrong, and his only object was to heap 
up costs, if hedid that he would be fighting unfairly against his antagonist 
although told to do so by his client, and it would be dishonourable for him 
todo it. At first sight the present case wasavery bad one. A small 
property required to be divided amongst six tenants incommon. A suit 
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was brought in the county court, and the property was sold for £365. 
But the cost of getting to that sale was that the solicitor sent in a bill for 
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more than £400. The property had been eaten up. It was necessary to 
see whether that result had been brought about by such means as made it 
clear beyond all deubt that the solicitor bad betrayed his honour as a 

rofessional man. The first question to be considered was the state of the 
family at the time of the division of the property. The family were 

uarrelling ; one daughter was a favourite, and the mother wished to leave 
the property to her, and did leave it to her by will, although she had only 
been tenaut for life. But theson was also wrong in claiming the property 
as heir. The first thing this solicitor did was to draw up a case and lay it 
before counsel, and it could not be said that that was an unfair case, or 
that there was anything wrong in it. Counsel gave an opinion as to 
getting the consent of all the parties without going to the court, or if the 
parties would not consent then recourse to the court was necessary. The 
daughter was at the consultation with counsel. It was said that it was 
the duty of the solicitor at once to get the consent of the other parties, or 
at all events that he ought to have insisted with his client to the last that 
she should allow him to do so. The fact was the client said that she 
would have no communication with the other parties, and when it was put 
to the solicitor if he remonstrated with her he did not say he did as he 
might have said if he wished to be dishonest, but he candidly said that he 
did not, and he further said that he did not do it because he did not think 
it was a good thing to do. What had to be considered was whether 
the reasons put forward for not going to the other parties were bond fide. 
The solicitor said that the property was one which had no title; it 
was gained by adverse possession, and that people would not buy 
because there were no title deeds. But he said that if there was 
an order of the court to sell, although it did not make the title 
better, people were more ready to bid. It was said that he was wilfully 
bringing the partition suit knowing it was wrong, and with the intention 
of getting costs for himself, but the inference that he knew he was doing 
wrong ought not to be drawn unless that was the only inference which 
could be drawn, and the thought which he said he had in his mind was 
not so wanting in colour as to shew that he must have had a dishonour- 
able mind. An inference could not be drawn that he was dishonourable 
or unfair by beginning a partition svit, and beginning it without getting 
the consent of all the parties to sell without a suit. It was by no means 
certain that the parties would then have agreed. Then came the question 
of the conduct of the suit, in which the first fatally wrong step was the 
going to ask for a receiver. There was no occasion whatever for a re- 
ceiver. There was another error in going to get the receiver er parte, and 
yet another in that it was absolutely unnecessary to take counsel down for 
the purpose. If the client was injured by that it might be ground for an 
action for want of care and skill, but could it be said to be sufficient to 
support a motion that the solicitor did it dishonourably, knowing it was 
wrong, and that he did it for the purpose and with the intention of piling 
up costes? It was obvious that these partition suits in the county court 
and appointment of receivers were not very frequent, and that the practice 
was not very well known there. Was it possible to come to the conclu- 
sion that when the solicitor went down for a receiver he was doing that 
which he knew to be wrong, and was doing it to pile up costs? The case 
was laid before the county court judge, counsel was there and the 
affidavits were there, and could it be said that anything was said to 
the judge to mislead him? A solicitor might mislead a judge, through 
counsel, so as to make himself responsible if he did not instruct 
his counsel properly and truly, but here the instructions to counsel 
had been examined, and it was clear that if the judge looked at 
the affidavits delivered the circumstances were wholly before him. 
The receiver ought not to have been granted by the judge, even on the 
materials before him, but that probably arose from the fact that he was 
not well acquainted with the practice of appointing receivers, and it was 
impossible to draw the inference as against the solicitor that he knew it 
was wrong to ask for a receiver, and that he did it for the purpose of 
piling up costs. Then the case came to hearing, and there again the 
solicitor prepared the form of order which he wished the judge to make. 
That was not uncommon, and at the hearing counsel were present for both 
sides, and the case was brought before the judge, the affidavits and every- 
thing being there. The form of the order was handed to the judge and to 
the solicitors on the other side. It contained many matters, amongst 
others it directed inquiries which were absolutely unnecessary. The 
solicitor said that he took it from a book of forms, but it was laid before the 
judge ard put in the hands of the other side, and the judge indorsed the 
order and directed the registrar to draw itup. It was the judge who made 
the order, and if the case had gone before a judge who was more conversant 
with such matters no order for inquiries would have been made, and a 
partition would have been ordered, and the whole matter settled for very 
little expense. But if the judge did not see that what was done was 
wrong, and the counsel and solicitors did not see it was wrong, was it 
possible to draw the inference that this solicitor was doing what he knew 
was wrong for the purpose of piling up costs? The result of those 
unfortunate proceedings was the terrible bills of costs, but could it be said 
that the solicitor had unnecessarily taken steps for the purpose of making 
a bloated bill of costs? That depended entirely whether he took steps 
which he knew to be unnecessary for the purpose of making costs. If 
the solicitor had charged for that which he had not done, or had charged 
beyond the scale, so as to shew that he knew he was making false charges, 
it would at once be said that he had acted dishonourably, but nothing of 
the kind was suggested, and the case could not be brought within the 
rule which said that he had acted dishonourably either against bis own 
client or against the other parties. The question was, whether the court 
was satisfied that the solicitor had acted with a bad, and evil, and dis- 
honourable mind, and the court was not satisfied that he had. It was 
not possible to come to the conclusion that the county court judge had 
been deceived by him, and it could not be said that there was any ian- 





ourable motive actuating the solicitor from beginning to end, although 
he had acted erroneously in doing as he haddone. Fry, L.J., said that 
he viewed with great jealousy the appointment of a receiver er parte. It 
was a thing which but rarely ought to be done, and never in such a case 
as the present. Moreover, ex parte applications required the utmost good 
faith on the part of counsel and solicitors applying, and they were bound 
to tell everything to the court, both things for and things against them- 
selves. It was impossible not to regret the orders made by the judge in 
this case, but judges were but human and mortal. It could not be said 
that the solicitor had acted as he had done for the purpose of wrecking 
the estate or ruining the parties. Much was to be attributed to ignorance, 
and there was no fixed intention to devour the estate for costs. Lopzs, 
L.J., concurred, and said that if he could have drawn the same inference 
as the Divisional Court the solicitor would thoroughly deserve his punish- 
ment, but he was unable to draw the same inference.—Counsgi, 2. 7. Reid, 
Q.0., and Hollams. Soxtcrror, Williamson. 


Re MARTIN—C. A. No. 2, 16th April. 


Soricrrorn—Costs — Taxation — ‘* Bustngess CONNECTED wiTH LgAsE’’— 
Scare Fer—Anortive NecorraTions ror Lease—Soricrrors’ REMUNERA- 
tion Act, 1881, s. 2—Soxicrrors’ Remuneration OrpER, R. 2 (8)— 
Scuepvute 1, Parr 2. 


An important question arose in this case as to the extent to which the 
principle laid down by the Court of Appealin Re Field (33 W. R. 553, 29 
Soxicirors’ Journat, 438, 29 Ch. D. 608) and Re Emanuel § Simmonds (34 
W. R. 613, 30 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 502, 33 Ch. D. 40) is to be carried. 
In those cases the Court of Appeal laid down that the ‘‘scale fee ’’ pre- 
scribed by part 2 of schedule 1 to the Remuneration Order for the lessor’s 
solicitor for ‘‘ preparing, settling, and completing lease and counterpart” 
includes the solicitor’s remuneration for all business ‘‘ connected with” 
the lease within the meaning of rule 2 of the Order, such as negotiations 
with the lessee which ultimately resulted in the lease, and the preparation 
of s prior agreement for the lease. In the present case it was sought to 
construe this rule so as to make the “scale fee’’ cover the solicitor’s 
remuneration for abortive negotiations for a lease with other persons than 
the person who ultimately became lessee. In the present case the solici- 
tor was employed by the committee of the estate of a lunatic to act as his 
solicitor in reference to the lettiiig of a house which formed part of the 
lunatic’s estate. On the 8th .f December, 1837, the committee put 
up in the window of the house a notice containing the words ‘‘ To 
Let,’ and directing application to be made by persons desiring to 
take the house to the solicitor, in order that he might shew the house 
to them and give them particulars of the terms on which it would be let. 
In consequence of this notice many applications about the house were 
made to the solicitor, and he or his clerks from time to time shewed the 
house to the applicants and gave them particulars, and the solicitor wrote 
letters to the persons to whom the applicants had given references, and 
made reports to the committee of the applications and of the replies 
received to these letters. This took place between the 8th of December, 
1887, and the 19th of January, 1888, on which day the committee accepted 
the offer of a Mr. Parkes to take a lease of the house. Parkes had made 
an offer for the house to the solicitor in November, 1887, before it 
became vacant. When it did become vacant the solicitor informed 
Parkes of the terms on which it was to be let, and he renewed 
his offer and gave the names of his references, with the result 
that, on the 19th of January, he was accepted by the committee 
as tenant. On the 6th of March, 1888, an order was made in the lunacy 
directing that a lease of the house should be granted to Parkes on 
the terms and conditions contained in a draft lease, and that the 
reasonable and proper costs, charges, and expenses of the committeo 
of, incident to, and consequent upon the proceedings, be taxed, 
and the taxed amount (after deducting the taxed costs of the 
lease and counterpart, which the lessee had agreed to pay) should 
be paid by the committee out of the lunatic’s estate. The lease was 
granted accordingly to Parkes, and he paid the ‘‘scale fee” of 
the lessor’s solicitor as prescribed by the Remuneration Order. The 
solicitor carried in for taxation a bill of his costs against the lunatic’s 
estate. This bill comprised charges in respect of negotiations with 
persons other than Parkes who had made applications about the house, 
including the business, the general nature of which has been already 
indicated. The taxing master disallowed all these charges. He was of 
opinion, on the authority of the above cases, that all this business was 
covered by the “scale fee.’’ Objections were carried in to the taxa- 
tion; and, in reply to them, the taxing master (Mr. Bloxam) said :— 
‘“The committee objects that I have disallowed certain items, which he 
contends are not covered by the scale charge, because his solicitor con- 
siders that, although the scale charge covers the negotiations with the 
person who ultimately became tenant, he is entitled to charge for nego- 
tiations with, and attendances on, all other persons. In the well-known 
cases of Re Field and Re Emanuel & Simmonds it was decided that nego- 
tiations and an agreement preliminary to the lease were covered by the 
scale charge, because they were ‘ business connected with the lease.’ In 
those particular cases the question, as to negotiating with other per- 
sons than the actual person who became tenant, did not arise, but the 
taxing masters have considerei that, according to the decisions in those 
cases, the scale charge covers all business connected with the particular 
letting, and that all negotiations which lead to the granting a lease are 
part of such business. e question does not depend on the meaning of 
the word ‘negotiating,’ but on whether or not the work in question is 
‘connected with the lease.’ The question raised more or less affects the 
construction of the scale fees for negotiations expressly given by the 
General Orders. That is, a vendor's solicitor for negotiating a sale; a 
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purchaser’s solicitor for negotiating a purchase; a mortgagee’s solicitor 
jor negotiating a loan. No separate fee for negotiating is provided for a 
lessor, lessee, or mortgegor’s solicitor, but is included in one general ad 
valorem fee for the whole business connected with the lease or mcrtgage. 
If the contention of the objectant in this case is valid, it would seem to 
follow that the negotiating fees expressly provided would not cover negotia- 
tions with any persons other than the one who actually sells or buys, or finds 
the money for a mortgage, and that negotiations with other persons are 
not connected with the sale, purchase, or mortgage. It would, it is sub- 
mitted, be inconsistent with the principle of a commission that a solicitor 
thould be entitled to charge in detail for negotiations with several persons, 
and then a commission for, it may be, one attendance on the one accepted. 
In the case of the estate agent paid by commission on letting a house, the 
commission, of course, covers the whole of the negotiations. It would be 
scarcely possible, in many cases, to ascertain which of the charges made 
lead up to the actual letting, and which do not; in fact, all must do so 
more or less. The acceptance or not of the offer of A. depends upon 
what offers may have been made by other percons.”? The solicitor then 
presented a petition in the lunacy for a review of the taxation 
Tue Court (Corton and Linpiey, L.JJ.) held that Re Field and Re 
Emanuel & Simmonds did not apply, and that the taxing master was wrong in 
disallowing these items, and that they should be allowed, subject to taxation. 
Corton, L.J., in giving judgment, said the charges to be made in respect 
of the business connected with leases were governed by the decisions in Re 
Field and Re Emanuel § Simmonds, but it might be that there were negotia- 
tions with other persons which were not covered by those decisions. On this 
matter the orders and schedules to the orders would have to be referred to. 
The scale of charges in the schedule is for leases and agreements for leases, 
and provides that where the rent does not exceed so much, so much to the 
lessor’s solicitor “ for preparing, settling, and completing lease and counter- 
art.”” If these words stood alone we should not have decided as we did 
in the two cases referred to. The second general order, however, says that 
sudject to the exception aforesaid the remuneration of a solicitor in respect 
of business connected with sales, purchases, leases, mortgages, settlements, 
and other matters of conveyancing, and in respect of other business not being 
business in any action or proceeding in any court, or in the chambers of any 
judge or master is to be regulated as follows: those are to be his charges in 
respect of business connected with sales, &c. In the cases to which I have 
referred, the lease had been granted to the person with whom the negotia- 
tions originally took place in the one case of in Re Field, and in the other 
case the negotiations for a lease were with the person who ultimately 
became the lessee, and who was the person to whom the lease was granted ; 
those matters were all connected with the granting of the lease. 
The schedule to which I have referred only mentions the particular leases 
which are to be prepared by the solicitor, and which are to be charged for 
by him, and where, having regard to the second rule, all matters which are 
really connected with the preparation of the lease or agreement for the lease 
(that is, where there is only to be an agreement for a lease) are clearly 
within the words of the second rule. Of course in some cases it may be 
hard, and in other cases it will be for the benefit of the solicitor, and will 
give him more than he would have been able to get if there had been no 
scale; but then there is a direction as to the thing done when the business 
is not completed, and in my opinion when there are negotiations for a 
lease, and no lease is granted, that comes within it; and if there were suc- 
cessive applications for a lease, and after one negotiation had entirely con- 
cluded, that negotiation not having produced any lease at all, the solicitor 
must get hisclaim allowed as being business which is not completed, and in 
my opinion it would be wrong if there was a negotiation utterly at an end 
before the fresh negotiation had begun with the person to whom 
the lease was granted, that there should be no claim for the business done 
in respect of the completed negotiations which led to no lease, and therefore 
which did not come in any way within the schedule to which I have referred, 
and, in my opinion, it would be wrong to extend the cases of Re Field and 
Re Emanuel § Sinmonds to a case like this, where there were negotiations 
with persons who were intending to be, but who were not, lessees, and who 
were persons to whom no lease was granted. If so, in respect of those 
negotiations the solicitor would get no payment at all for the trouble and 
business which he has undertaken as between the parties. Of course it 
would be a question for the taxing master to consider what allowance ought 
to be made to a solicitor for the work involved in those negotiations which 
led to nothing ; but, in my opinion, here the taxing master was wrong in 
laying down this rule so fully that, as regards the claim for negotia- 
tions with other persons than Mr. Parkes, he is entitled to disregard 
those, and not to enter into the question of whether any sum is properly 
payable in respect of those negotiations. As regards the negotiations 
with Mr. Parkes, those would be all business connected with the lease which 
was actually granted, and in respect of which the solicitor would te paid his 
charges, which would include all business connected with the matter. As 
regards the other negociations, all of which in this case were between the 
first application of Mr. Parkes and the granting of the lease, I think we 
ought to send the matter back to the taxing master to review his taxation, 
and to consider what is properly payable to the solicitor, treating those 
negotiations as being negotiations with other persons which did not lead to 
any lease at all, and to consider what is properly payable having regard to 
the «ltered position of the solicitor in respect of that part of the matter.— 
Linpiey, L.J., concurred.—Counsex, Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., & W.F. A. 
Archibald, Soutcitor, G. W. Barnard. 


Jte THE HEREFORD ELECTION PETITION, Ex parte A SOLICITOR.—Q. B. 
Div., 12th April. 
Ricur or Avprence or Souiciron BEPORR COMMISSIONERS APPOINTED TO 
TRY Munictpat Exvection Petitions. 


Loxp CoLerine, in giving judgment, said the case might have raised, and 
was supposed to have raised, an important question—whether solicitors were 
entitled to be heard in courts, and whether, though barristers could not act 
as solicitors, yet solicitors might act as barristers. But it did not appear that 
the question did arise in this case. Lf it had arisen he should not have shrunk 
from deciding it, but it did not really arise. The court had to deal with a 
tribunal, the creature of recent statutes and regulated entirely by the 
statutes, under which no practice had risen up which might have given usage 
the force of law. A commissioner had been appointed under the Act 48.& 
49 Vict. c. 70 to try a municipal election petition, and the question had 
arisen as to a person not a party to the petition, but implicated in an inquiry 
as to corrupt practices, as to whom the Act provided that such a person 
should have an opportunity of being heard ‘‘ by himself,” and of i 
witnesses—that ‘s, of conducting his case. Now these words must be con- 
strued in their plain and natural meaning, and Parliament had said, as 
plainly as possible, that the party should be heard “ by himself.” This view 
wus strengthened by this—that in the Parliamentary Act the words 
were identical, and though two of his learned brethren had held that they 
allowed of counsel being heard, yet under the Parliamentary Act there 
might be an appeal, and the hearing was to be as in courts of summary 
jurisdiction—that is, either in person, by counsel, or by solicitor; and wit 
the greatest deference he thought their decision deserved reconsideration. 
It appeared that Parliament meant that the person was to be heard ‘by 
himself,’’ probably because the persons charged with acts of bribery might 
be very numerous, and there would be extreme inconvenience in hearing 
perhaps hundreds of barristers or solicitors. It was plainly enacted to avoid 
such inconvenience that the man was to be heard “ by himself.” He was 
satisfied, therefore, that these words meant that the party was to be heard 
only “by himself.” These were the words used by the Legislature, and 
effect must be given tothem. It was not necessary to enter into any ques- 
tion as to the inherent rights of courts of summary jurisdiction or the discre- 
tion they might exercise. He had only to construe a few plain words in a 
recent Act of Parliament, and as to a proceeding in its nature preliminary. 
In the result, therefore, the rule must be discharged, but on the ground that 
the reason given by the commissioner was wrong—that is, in saying that he 
would hear counsel but not a solicitor, as he bad only a right to hear the 
party himself. 

Poutock, B., concurred, observing that he thought the language of the 
Act precluded a party in such a position as in the present case from being 
entitled to be heard either by counsel or solicitor. The person concerned 
here was not a party to the petition, but was charged with some corrupt 
practices as to which the commissioner had power to report, and the statute 
gave him the power of being heard “ by himself,” which had a plain and 
manifest meaning. After all, it was oy a F sagan: | proceeding, and for 
purposes of punishment there must be a further proceeding. 

Hawks, J., also concurred, and said he so entirely agreed in the reasons 
given by his brethren that he need not say more. 

Rule for a mandamus discharged.—Covnse., Sir R. Webster, A.G., and 
A. 8. Wright; Finlay, Q.C., and Hollams (for the Incorporated Law Society) ; 
Coward; Gwyn James, — Times. 





County Courts. 


DREW AND OTHERS v. BROWN & CO.—Marylebone, 5th April. 
Appointment or Receiver oF LEASEHOLDS IN WHICH JupGMENT Degsrors 
Hap Equity or RepgMPTION ON BX PARTE APPLICATION OF JUDGMENT 
Cxreprrors—Jupricature Act, 1873, 8. 89. 

Judge Sronor delivered judgment as follows :—The plaintiffs in this 
action have obtuined a judgment for £36 and costs against the defendants 
in an action remitted by the High Court to the Brompton County Court, 
and now move ex parte for the appointment of a receiver to collect the 
rents of certain leasehold premises to which the defendants are entitled 
subject to a mortgage. I had occasion to consider this precise point—vis., 
whether a judge of a county court has the power to make such an order, so 
long ago as 1881, in the case of Eves v. Rafferty, at Soutwark (De Colyar’s 
County Court Cases, p. 280, and County Court Chronicle, vol. 8, p. 51)—and 
I then came to the following conclusions: First, that judgments of county 
courts were not ‘‘charges ”’ upon either legal or equitable interests in lease- 
holds ; secondly, that they could be executed against legal interests in the 
same; thirdly, that the county courts had, under the 89th section of the Judi- 
cature Act, 1873, power to make an order to charge the equitable interests 
therein if the Court of Chancery had had such a power before the 1&2 
Vict. c. 110 as to judgments of the High Court which previously to that 
statute were not charges on leaseholds; and I then observed that upon the 
latter point there was (as faras I could discover) no judicial decision, but 
there was the strong expression of opinion of Stuart, V.0., in the case of 
Gore ¥. Bowser (3 Sm. & Giff. 1), and the clear inclination of opinion 
of Knight-Bruce, L.J., in the same case on appeal (24 L. J. Ch. 440), 
that the execution creditor was entitled through the medium of a court 
of equity to an equitable term ee to his debtor before the statute 
1 & 2 Vict. c. 110; and, following the opinions ot these 
eminent judges, I then held that, a to the statute 1 & 
2 Vict. the Court of Chancery would in such @ case have a 
a declaration that the equitable interest in leaseholds of the det : 
ant was liable to his debt, and would have given an injunction oguint 
further dealing with the term, and appointed a receiver of the rents, “ 
that the county court was therefore entitled to give the like — oe 
accordance with this view, if the plaintiff will commence an _ ee 
give notice of a motion (as he may be advised) for such a declarati 





This case (stated ante, p. 382) came on to be argued on the rule nisi for a 
mandamus obtained by the solicitor. 





V.0.’s 
tion as well as for the appointment of a receiver (see Stuart, 
jlquens in Gore v. eas, t will make an order at once for the ap- 
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pointment of a receiver, subject, of course, to the rights of the mort- 
gagee, until the further order of the court and the plaintiff entering into 
the usual undertaking as to damages and costs and giving security. In 
conclusion, I must observe that the plaintiff and defendant at the date of 
the writ both resided in the City of London, the cause of action arose 
there, and the leaseholds are situate there, and it seems most extraordinary 
that the masters of the High Court should almost invariably remit the 
cases arising in the district of the City of London Court to the other 
other metropolitan courts. According to the last annual parliamentary 
return (8th June, 1888) there were only four ‘remitted cases tried in the 
City of London Court, whilst there were 100 tried by Judge Bailey at 
Westminster, seventy-one by Judge Eddis at Clerkenwell, and sixty-six 
by myself in my courts during the year 1887. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
GeneraL Megetina. 


The April general meeting of this society took place on Friday, the 
12th inst.; the chair being taken by Mr. B. G. Laxs, the president. 
There was a large attendance. 


Tue Soctety AND THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

At the commencement of the proceedings 

Mr. C. Forp (London) made an appeal to the president to permit him 
to move the adjournment of the meeting that he might call attention to 
a letter in one of the leading London papers, in which it was stated that 
the society was about to entertain the Attorney-General. 

The Presipent: I entirely decline to permit anything of the kind. 

Mr. Forp: I was hoping you would state whether there was any 
division 

The Presipent: It is not in the notices of motion. 





Rugs or Dgnate. 

Mr. F. R. Parker (London) moved, in accordance with notice, ‘‘ That 
a committee of eighteen members of the society be, and is hereby, 
appointed to consider and report to the next general meeting of the 
society whether any, and what, revised or additional rules of debate are 
desirable, and, if in their opinion any such revised or additional rules are 
desirable, to prepare and submit draft rules for consideration with their 
report. That the committee consist of the president and vice-president 
of the society ez officio, of four other members of council, to be nominated 
by the president, and of twelve members of the society, not being 
members of the council, to be nominated by the meeting.’” He said he 
was encouraged with the knowledge that if the resolution was passed he 
should have, in addition to the names’ given by the president, a truly 
representative list to submit to the meeting, a list which he thought 
would command the confidence of the whole society. He was also 
encouraged by the fact that he had the honour of being seconded by a 
gentleman whose position in the profession would insure respect. He 
(Mr. Parker) had been a member of the society for over twenty-two years, 
and he had attended a great many meetings, and he thought it must 
have been remarked by those who had been in the habit of coming to the 
meetings that there was a growing increase in the attendance, and in the 
interest taken at the meetings. He thought it was desirable in all 
points of view to encourage this. But for that purpose he thought the 
time had now arrived when some limit should be placed upon the length 
of speeches. It was very important that the agenda paper should be 
dispoeed of at these meetings, and within a reasonable time. He had 
noticed gentlemen attend who had evidently come, after careful con- 
sideration of the subject, prepared to call attention to it, and others had 
come desiring to listen; and he had seen them, owing to their un- 
fortunate position at the bottom of the list, and the length of the 
speeches, leaving the meeting disgusted at their failure. He thought it 
very desirable indeed that such things should be prevented as far ag 
possible. Even if the agenda paper was disposed of, it often hap- 
pened that this was done in a thin meeting by a number of members 
who could hardly be said to represent the society or the meeting. 
Long speeches resulted in few speakers and few subjects, and 
there were certain subjects which almost seemed to become part 
of the ordinary business of the meeting. He himself had erhaps 
offended, for, by force of circumstances, he had been looked upon 
as the apostle of the library. Another member appeared to have vowed 
destruction to that most admirable, hospitable, and useful part of the 
society—the club ; for on the principle, probably, that constant dropping 
wears away a stone, he seemed to have determined to keep the society in 
constant reminder of the iniquity of the proceedings of the members of the 
club. Others had from time to time brought under notice the subject of 
the accounts, and he (Mr. Parker) had thought that subject, too, had been 
brought forward with undue frequency and at undue length. The mem- 
bers did desire to notice new subjects and new speakers, and above all he 
thought they desired to bring forward the younger members, and he 
thought that with some new, modified rules of debate there might be a 
fairer chance of younger members being heard than was at present the 
case. Turning to the reverse of the picture, he thought that those who had 
attended the meetings as long as he himself had would remember that 
there had been meetings which had been a credit to none of them, and 
which all of them would like to be discontinued, They, ae solicitors, 
claimed that, if they were anything, they were men of business. When they 
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became excited on an important subject he feared that they forgot that. 
At all events, there had been occasions in that hall which did no credit to 
the society. With the view of improvement he thought that the power of 
the president should be increased, and the power of the majority to set 
the chair in motion. So far as he knew at present they had only one rule 
regulating debates, which was that the same subject should not be de- 
bated twice in one year. Whether that was cuflicient the committee 
would take into consideration. Of one thing he thought they might be 
confident, which was that if they appointed a committee under the 
guardianship of the president, who had done so much to add to the mem- 
bership of the society, and to uphold it in the eyes of the profession and 
the public, they might feel confident that the committee would not arrive 
at any hasty decision or one that would unduly curtail the right of debate, 
On the contrary, the result of its labours would be likely to increase the 
importance and weight of these meetings and to bring forward new 
speakers and new subjects. By these means the importance of the chief 
law institution in the kingdom would be enhanced, and the importance of 
the legal profession and its public utility in the world at large. They 
each and all desired to make some addition to the ability and importance 
of the Law Institution, and he asked them, by appointing this committee, 
to make a contribution which he believed would be the origin of many. 

Mr. R. Pennrncton (chairman of the Finance Committee) seconded the 
motion. So far as he was concerned, he, of course, reserved to himself full 
liberty to criticize any report which might be made by the committee 
proposed to be appointed. The meeting would observe that the notice of 
motion was very carefully worded—that it did not suggest what the com- 
mittee should do, but what they should advise, and he thought that it 
would be sufficient for the present purpose that they should leave it to 
the committee, which would be eminently represeuatative, to say, in the 
first place, whether or nothey thought that any rules of debate could be 
framed which would be useful to them, and, if so, what the character of 
those rules should be. One thing, at any rate, he thought they would 
be all agreed upon, and that was that they, cs busy men, could not well 
afford to spend a large amount of time in the discussion of subjects four 
times a year. It was extremely inconvenient, no doubt, for many to be 
present to-day, and if any plan could be suggested by which their time 
could be spared which would not be inconsistent with their having the full 
opportunity of saying anything they might have to say upon any subject 
brought before them, he thought that would commend itself to the 
society and to men of bnsiness. It appeared to him that an effort ought 
to be made to regulate their proceedings in such a way that they might 
get through the business in a way in which men of business would like 
their business to be got through. 

Mr. Forp supported the motion. 

Mr. W. P. W. Puitumore (London) asked if the committee would bind 
them to snything. 

The Prestpent: Nothing can be binding until it has been discussed by 
a general meeting. 

Mr. Puiturmore supported the motion, as it could not do any harm and 
promised to do a deal of gocd. 

Mr. J. E. Fox (London) thought the resolution would rather tend to in- 
crease the grievance than otherwise. He had not noticed, except on the 
part of one or two members, and on one or two special subjects, that 
interference with the time of the members which it was alleged by the 
mover had been caused. Four times in the year was not too often for the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society to meet the members, who 
looked up to the council with every confidence and desired to exchange 
views with them at certain periods of the year. He was afraid Mr. 
Parker was aiming the motion at rather curtailing the right of debate, and 
really at one or two particular members and one or two particular subjects 
which had been obtruded possibly too much upon the attention and time 
of the society. He would submit that the rules at present were quite 
sufficient, with the power in the hands of the president, whilst the action of 
the president would on all occasions be supported by the majority of the 
members of the society. The objection a by Mr. Parker could be 
properly dealt with by “‘ the previous question ” or a motion for proceeding 
to the uext business, or by the power in the hands of the president, if he 
saw the time was being wasted by any member, to take the opinion of the 
meeting as to whether the next business should be gone on with, and he 
would have the support of the majority of the members. They were 
ntroducing a question which would lead to a very great waste of time and 
ilong discussion on matters which had very much better be left alone. 
He would prefer to give the president ample power to act, or pass a simple 
rule without any trouble that no speech should be made exceeding a certain 
limit. This would deal with the whole mischief and avoid a discussion 
upon the rules when the report of the committee came up. The presi- 
dent at any time should be at liberty to take the sense of the meeting as 
to whether the matter should be further discussed, and the question could 
thereupon be put without further debate, and no speech should be allowed 
ov single matter except by leave of the meeting, beyond a certain 

ength. 

Mr. Parker, in replying, stated that the object of the motion was not 
to curtail or diminish the meetings, and the best possible proof of that 
was that when, about two meetings since, Mr. H. E. Gribble had brought 
forward a motion to suppress the January or April meeting, he (Mr. Parker) 
had come to the meeting to oppose the motion, and it was lost by the cast- 
ing vote of the president. 

‘The motion was carried unanimously. 

The Paestpent: Conditionally upon the committee being a thoroughly 
representative one, the following members of the council will serve with 
the president and vice-president :—Mr. J. Addison, Mr. G. B. Gregory, 
Mr. W. M. Walters, and Mr. T. Waterhouse. 





Mr. Parker named Mr. Theodore Bell, Mr. J. A. Burrell, Mr. A. E. 
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Finch, Mr. C. Ford, Mr. H. J. Francis, Mr. W. J. Fraser, Mr. Melvill 
Green, Mr. H. E. Gribble, Mr. E. Kimber, Mr. F. K. Munton, Mr. F. R. 
Parker, and Mr. T. 8. Preston, and moved that these be the committee in 
addition to those named by the president. 

Mr. Fox seconded the motion, which was carried unanimously. 





County Covarts. 


Mr. F. K. Munton (London) moved: ‘‘ That, looking to the volume of 
substantial work now thrown into the scattered London county courts, this 
meeting is of opinion that a Central Metropolitan Issuing Office is imme- 
diately called for; and that, in the interests alike of the junior bar, soli- 
citors, and suitors, all remitted town cases should be grouped and tried in 
some building adjacent to the Royal Courts of Justice.” He said he had 
every reason to believe that this motion would meet with the unanimous 
support of the meeting. Everyone was now aware that under the County 
Courts Act, 1888, cases of contract up to £100 could be remitted, and 
frequently were remitted, to the county courts, not only for trial, but to be 
entirely dealt with from the time of the order of remission until the end. 
Theseremitted cases were increasing day by day, and but for the unfortunate 
wording of one of the clauses of the Act, which frightened many practi- 
tioners as to whether they could deal with them or not, the number of 
remitted cases since January would have been much larger. But now 
it had been definitely settled by the Court of Appeal that under the 65th 
section all contract cases up to £100 could be remitted from the High Court 
to the county court at any time after the writ was issued, and upon the 
application of either party, it was to be expected that a very large number 
of these cases would be sent to the county courts under the Act. When 
the county courts of London were instituted, forty or fifty years 
ago, things were naturally very different from what they were at 
the present time, and these courts, by means of this Act and prior 
legislation, had practically become something like a branch of 
the High Court as to the importance of the cases to be tried. It was of 
the greatest moment to solicitors practisingjin the heart of London, as 
most of them did, that such cases should be tried in some central court, 
and that the possibility of any of them having a £99 case at Brompton 
and Bow on the same day should be altogether put an end to. Incommon 
with most of the members present, herarely went himself to the county court 
to conduct a case, because it was found much more convenient to send 
counsel to do so. But often one had a very limited choice, because a 
barrister of any standing could not leave the neighbourhood of Lincoln’s- 
inn to go either to Bow or Brompton to deal with one particular case. If 
they were of opinion that there would be enough work in remitted cases 
alone to occupy the attendance of the court and a judge, it was their duty, 
alike in the interests of the junior bar and the solicitors themselves, to ask 
the authorities to see whether something could not be done towards ap- 
pointing a central court, and, if necessary, a central judge or a judge by 
rotation, as might be desirable, for the purpose of working the court. He 
did not upon that point expect to have the slightest opposition, because 
he ventured to suggest that it recommended itself to every practising soli- 
citor in the heart of London. The other point was as to the issue of pro- 
cess. What sort of reason was there i‘ they were forced, as they were 
practically, into the county court in actions between £20 and £50, wherea 
case, at all events, was likely to be contested, to issue process—what reason 
was there that they should send one clerk to Brompton and another to 
Row to issue two processes in the same day? No doubt there would be 
Treasury reasons advanced; difficulties would have to be very 
carefully considered before an arrangement of this kind could be 
made, but he had reason to think—without claiming any official in- 
formation to the effect—that the Treasury would not necessarily oppose 
a change in this direction. The day had gone by when it might 
be eaid that the great bulk of the business in the county courts was con- 
ducted by litigants themselves. Since there had been a smaller amount of 
costs allowed the higher class of business had been thrown into the county 
courts, and they ought to have a central office where their clerks might 
attend to some other business at the same time they issued process. It 
might be desirable to form a small committee for the purpose of reporting 
upon the subject. 

Mr, W. J. Fraser (London) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Forp said they had to consider the interests of the public. They 
were proposing to bring witnesses from aJl parts of the great metropolis to 
some central place where cases could be tried. They would be told the 
object of the Legislature was to bring justice to every man’s door. They 
might fairly adopt the suggestion that there should be a central office for 
issuing process, but it was a totally different thing to bring witnesses 
from al! parts. 

Mr. 8. Day (London) asserted that by adopting the motion they would 
be doing great good. He had been a registrar of a county court for forty 
years in the country, and the hardship of suitors being brought from a 
distance, though considerable, was nothing in comparison with what it 
would be in London. Mr. Ford seemed to have lost sight of the fact that it 
was only remitted cases that would be affected. If he had read the 
motion instead of being in sucha hurry to criticize, he would have sup- 
ported it, but he had made a mistake. The word remitted was men- 
tioned, and remitted cases were generally of such importance that counsel 
were retained. As to solicitors it did not so much matter. But in these 
cases a barrister, whose fee was very small when it was taxed, was asked 
to leave perhaps a very important case in the Supreme Court to go to 
some extreme end of London, and therefore the litigant had to augment 
the fee out of his own pocket. 

Mr. Fox agreed that the resolution should be carried. The members 
inclined to oppose it on the ground that it would cause expense and take 
people away from their work forgot altogether the fact that if this motion 
were adopted the probability was that a case would be heard on the day 
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on which it was in the list, instead of being in the list for five or six days 
before it was heard. He knew, as the registrar of a court in the neigh- 
bourhood, that the fact of a five days’ adjournment of cases amounted to 
something like £20 in costs to the unfortunate litigants concerned in 
many cases. 

The motion was carried. 

Mr. Barker (London) moved that the resolution be referred to a com- 
mittee of eight to consider and report to the council, such committee to 
consist of the president, vice-president, and three members of the council 
to be nominated by the president, and of Mr. Fraser, Mr. H. E. Gribble, 
and Mr. Munton. He ventured to think that would be the best way of 
dealing with it. 

ees You think that necessary instead of leaving it to the 
council. 

Mr. Barker thought those who had taken an interest in the matter con- 
sidered it could be best dealt with in the way he had suggested. 

Mr. T. H. Devonsutre (London) seconded the motion. It would be 
most useful, and it was desirable they should have the benefit of the ad- 
vice of the gentlemen interested in the matter. 

The motion was carried. 

ProcgepinGs AGatnst Soxtcttors. 

Mr. A. H. Hastie (London) asked, in accordance with notice, ‘‘ How 
many solicitors have been struck off the roll or suspended in each of the 
ten years ending December 31, 1888?” 

Mr. Jozn Emanvet (London) asked whether it was advisable that a 
question of this kind should be answered at a public meeting like this ; 
and whether it was right and judicious on the part of the president to 
allow any investigation of that kind to be made, and to be made public, in 
answer to a question of that character? He would like to move, without 
making any observations, that no cause had been shewn by Mr. Hastie 
that an investigation should be made into the records of the society to 
answer the question in public. 

The Prestpent :—I must decline to allowit. The question has been 
put and [ Da ps to answer it. The answer has not been given without 
a good deal of consideration. To be very careful I have put it in writing. 
I cannot but greatly regret the course which Mr. Hastie has thought it 
right to take in reference to this matter—namely, to communicate to the 
public newspapers his charges against his own profession before he had 
made any inquiries into the real circumstances, and without any reference 
to the important fact that, however numerous he may believe the cases 
to be, they have almost without exception been punished at the instance 
and cost of the Paap ses in pursuance of rules of discipline more strict 
and more steadily enforced than is the case in any other profession in 
the country. Bearing this in mind, the profession of solicitors will bear 
favourable comparison with any other Me of Englishmen of equal num- 
ber. There are now upwards of 14,000 solicitors, the number ten years 
ago having been 12,263, aud I have had prepared a tabulated statement 
of all the cases that have in each of the ten years (1879 to 
1888) come before the court, whether at the instance of the 
society or otherwise, and have resulted in punishment. In the 
year 1879 there were 12,263 certificated solicitors on the roll, of 
whom 6 were struck off and 2 were suspended, making a total of 8 or -065, 
a little more than half per thousand. In 1880, with 12,470 solicitors 
certificated, 5 were struck off and 5 suspended, a total of 10, or -080, very 
little over half per thousand. In 1881, with 12,656 solicitors, 5 
were struck off and 3 suspended, a total of 8, or -063. In 1882 there were 
12,904 solicitors, 7 were struck off and 3 suspended, at total of 10 
or-077. In 1883, with 13,082 solicitors, 19 were struck off and 6 suspended, 
a total of 25, or -191. The numbers rose this year for a reason I am going 
to mention later on. In 1884 there were 13,381 solicitors, of whom 16 were 
struck off and 4 suspended, making 20, or +150. In 1885 there were 13,592 
solicitors, there were 10 cases of striking off, 4 were suspended, making 14, 
or +103. In 1886 there were 13,865 solicitors, 14 were struck off and 3 
suspended, making a total of 17, or -122. In 1887 there were 14,219 
solicitors, of whom 22 were struck off, 6 suspended, and 1 was censured, 
making 29, the heaviest year of the ten, or +203. In 1888, with 14 547 
solicitors on the roll, 13 were struck off and 2 suspended, making 15, or 
-103. During the ten years there were in all 156 cases only before the 
courts involving punishment. Prior to 1881 the system of discipline was 
not organized, and the first meeting of the then discipline committee took 
place on the 24th of October, 1881. The number of cases rose with the 
greater facilities for dealing with them, and if this be taken asa starting 
point the total number of cases during the seven years (1881 to 1888) was 
130. The number of cases varies greatly in different years—from 8 in 1879 
to 29 in 1887. The present year will probably shew a lar re increase, 
because, in anticipation of the coming into operation of the Solicitors Act, 
1888, all pending cases were pressed forward, so that they might not have 
to be commenced de novo under the new practice. I venture to think the 
society will consider it right that I should have answered the question. 


Fravputent Sorrcrrors. 
Mr. Hastie then moved the following resolutions, of which he had 
iven notice :— 
“ao 1. That iu the opinion of this meeting the recent frauds and thefts 
of solicitors have greatly shaken public confidence in the profession.’ 

“2. Yhat a joint committee of members of the council and of other 
members of the society, in equal numbers, be now appointed to consider 
whether, by a amen of mutual eee or otherwise, any means can bs 

ed of restoring public confidence. 
“ts That it is desirable that a Bill in Parliament should forthwith be 
put forward by the council, providing that all solicitors hereafter to be 
admitted (other than clerks now in articles) shall give sccurity in a sum 





of not less than £5,000.”’ 
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He ventured to think the disgraceful doings of some solicitors were 
calulated to do the profession « deal of harm, and was proceeding to refer 
to several recent cases when—— - 

The Prestpent raid he thought Mr. Hastie had better abstain from 
quoting names. He (the President) happened to know the particulars of one 
of the cases Mr. Hastie had mentioned. Moreover, the solicitor referred to 
‘was not now living. 

Mr. Hastie said it could not be denied that there had been the most 
terrible cases of fraud, such as malversation of trust funds, in the past 
few years by solicitors, aud it was not nearly all of those cases which had 
been punished by striking off the rolls. He made this observation upon 
the returns which had been given by the president. Was the percentage 
calculated upon the whole number of solicitors on the rolls for one year ¢ 

The Presipent replied that it was. 

Mr. Hastre asked them to consider what was the average professional 
life of a solicitor—not, he took it, far short of thirty years. This would 
make a percentage of two or three of the whole bedy who were struck off 
the rolls. He had been astonished, when gentlemen interested in the 
matter had talked to him, to hear the view many of them took. More than 
one in the profession had said to him that their position towards their 
client was very much that of a banker, his own speculations and that of 
his clients were mixed up, and if one went so did the other. He (Mr. 
Hastie) objected most strongly to this—there was the greatest possible 
difference. The solicitor was paid for what he did, and he was bound to 
keep his client’s money separate from his own. The resolutions had been 
so framed as to make no attack upon any vested interest. Not only had 
he preserved the rights of all solicitors and articled clerks, but he had, in 
regard to existing solicitors, suggested that a committee should be 
appointed. A terrible condition of affairs was shewn by the newspapers, 
and the public regarded it as a very serious matter. One of the results of 
the resolutions, if carried, would be to limit the number of solicitors, and 
the profession was unduly overcrowded. Solicitors could not increase 
their charges, and it was most desirable they should limit their numbers. 
The public would willingly give them a right to limit their numbers if 
they in return would give them a substantial guarantee that solicitors 
would be worthy of their confidence. If the annual duty could be con- 
verted into the establishment of a guarantee fund, it would go a long way 
towards what he was suggesting. He had ascertained that in all 
probability the guarantees would be given by a guarantee society at the 
rate of three-quarters per cent. or less. Everybody lamented the con- 
venience with which the council allowed barristers to become solicitors in 
the belief they would afford solicitors similar convenience to become 
barristers, and if the resolutions were passed they would check this. He 
thought he had made out a case for inquiry. 

Mr. Dovaias Norman seconded the motion. 

Mr. A. E. Frxcu was satisfied he would express the opinion of the 
majority of the older members when he said the resolutions took them very 
much by surprise. He remembered the efforts that had been made for 
half a century by the council to improve the condition of the profession, 
and he believed this had been recognized by the better classes of society, 
more particularly by the bench, who almost invariably said, when 
punishing a delinquent, that he was an exception to the honourable body 
of which be formed a member, and which he disgraced. He thought they 
ought to express their strong opinion at the bad form, he would not put 
it stronger, of addressing these subjects to the columns of public news- 
papers. They had here a tribunal of their own body who could deal with 
these matters, and he could not see what advantage any member could 
hope to derive from addressing his complaints to the columns of a public 
newspaper. When they looked at the remedy proposed, it was one of the 
most illogical and extraordinary pieces of argument he had ever seen. Mr. 
Hastie said the public had lost their confidence in solicitors, and that the 
remedy was that some solicitors not yet in existence, some unborn mem- 
bers of the profession, should have the slur and suspicion cast upon them, 
without anything being alleged against them by the public, to enter into 
security for £5,000. The figures given by the president would remove any 
apprehension that they, the older members of the profession, might have 
upon the subject, andif any of the younger members thought they should 
countenance the proposals, he would very much regret it. 

Mr. Fox moved that the question be not put. The question ought not 
to have been put upon the paper, and the members ought not to be asked 
to vote upon it. 

Mr. Forp thought they were greatly indebted to Mr. Hastie for bringing 
the resolutions forward, but he hoped he would put it that the matter 
should be left for the council to consider, and would withdraw the motion. 

Mr. Newman could not agree with the amendment. He thought the 
thing should be disposed of once for all, or it might come up again. He 
indoreed every word of Mr. Finch’s. 

Mr. Puttimore thoroughly disagreed with the resolutions. He con- 
sidered them improper in the terms in which they were put, and the first 
he thought to be couched in a very offensive msuner. He did not think 
there was any more dishonesty among solicitors than among bankers, 
doctors, merchants, or even parsons. The guarantee of £5,000 would only 
touch a few of the poor, wretched county court practitioners in small 
country towns. It was neither education nor will which kept people 
straight; and he had seen people, reputed well off, failing for large 
sums, and men of high education going wrong. The guarantce simply 
meant that, in addition to the obnoxious certificate duty, solicitors would 
have to pay £37 10s. to get the guarantee, according to Mr. Hastie’s own 
shewing. If the motion were carried, it would be a premium on dis- 
honesty. The man disposed to do wrong would say, ‘‘ It does not matter 
if this poor widow is defrauded, for, after all, the guarantee society will 


have to pay it.” He suggested that the motion should be put and re- 
jected at once. 
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Mr. W. J. Fraser said that many of them thought that, having regard 
to the statement made by the president in answer to Mr. Hastie, the 
meeting should proceed to the next business. 

Mr. Hastrz said that, if the society did not provide for their own 
regulation, the public would do it for them with a much stronger hand. 

The Presipent put the amendment in the form laid down by the regu. 
lations—viz.: ‘‘ That the question be not put.”’ 

Five hands were held up in its favour and a large number against. It 
was therefore lost. 

Mr. Barker moved a further amendment: ‘‘ That, having regard to the 
statement made by the president, the meeting do now proceed to the next 
business.’”” He said it would be like cracking a nut with a Nasmyth 
bammer if he were to adduce any arguments condemnatory of the 
motions. More unadvised statements than those of Mr. Hastie he had 
never heard. 

Mr. Frasgr seconded the amendment. 

Mr. B. J. L. Frere suggested that it was repeating the same motion. 

The Prestpent: Not quite. It is a reasoned motion against an un- 
reasoned one. 

Mr. H. E. Griesrz hoped the resolution would be put and voted upon. 

Mr. Fox said the proper way of dealing with the subject would be to 
say that, having regard to the number of solicitors on the roll and the 
exceptional opportunity for dishonest acts and the few which had occurred, 
the public had confidence in solicitors generally. 

The amendment was put, when twenty votes were given in its favour 
and a large number against. It was therefore lost. 

The original resolutions were then put, when three votes were given in 
their favour and a large majority against. 


Lanp Transrer BItt. 


Mr. H. J. Mean (London) asked (1) Whether, under the Land Transfer 
Bill, if passed in its present form, solicitors, as such, will have any rights 
not possessed by unqualified persons ; (2) if not, what steps the council 
have taken to insure that solicitors shall have the same exclusive rights 
with respect to the preparation of documents to be filed or entered in 
the Land Registry as they now have with regard to tke preparation of 
deeds ? 

The Presrpent: Under the Land Transfer Bill in its present form 
solicitors will have no special rights other than such as are common to 
other persons. The rights of solicitors depends upon section 60 of the 
Stamp Act, 1870, and the council are taking all means in their power— 
perhaps even at undue length—to enforce that upon those who have 
charge of the Bill. Some of the members of the Peers’ Committee have 
been interviewed on the subject, and I bope the profession will not have 
reason to tbink the council have neglected their interests, 


Certiricate Dury. 


Mr. Hersert M. Low (London) asked whether, having regard (1) to the 
effect of recent and impending legislation, and especially (2) to the fol- 
lowing remark of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the council propose 
taking any, and, if so, what, steps towards obtaining the abolition of the 
annual certificate duty:—‘‘ While admitting the tax was not one 
which he (Mr. Goschen) liked, or which he would himself have originated 
or supported, the English Law Society had not taken any action in the 
matter, which caused him to feel a difficulty in dealing with the profession 
in Ireland only.”’ 

The Prestpent: The council do not propose to take any steps towards 
obtaining the abolition of the annual certificate duty. Lest it should be 
suggested that they were not in accord with the whole body of the profes- 
sion, the subject was, on the suggestion of the council, brought before the 
annual meeting of the Associated Provincial Law Societies, held in London 
in March, and it was proposed by Mr. Marshall, on behalf of the Leeds 
Law Society, that the proposed repeal of the solicitors’ unnual certificate 
duty is inexpedient, aud this was carried at that large meeting with one 
diseentient. 

Mr. Low then moved: ‘‘ That a petition for the repeal of the certificate 
duty be at once prepared, and that every solicitor be afforded an opportu- 
nity of signing the same with a view to its subsequent presenta- 
tion to the Chancellor of the Exchequer by a deputation from 
this society.”” He said this was one of tae matters which had been 
referred to by Mr. Parker as cropping up from time to time, and it 
was likely to do so until the question was settled by the opinion of the 
profession being taken. He thought no one would be bold enough to 
defend the principle of the tax. Having read extracts from speeches by 
different Chancellors of the Exchequer to shew that they were unable to 
defend it, he urged that it would be for the benefit of the profession if the 
tax were removed. It represented sixpence in the pound upon an income 
of £300 in the case of a London solicitor and sixpence in the pound on an 
income of £240 in the case of the country solicitor, and there were 
hundreds of solicitors whose income was not greater than this. He sub- 
mitted that it was not of the slightest advantage as a bar to competition. 
He would say, ‘‘ Raise the stamp duty on articles to ita old figure of £120 
and abolish the certificate tax, and the certificate could be granted once 
for all on the admission of the solicitor.” But a far simpler method would 
be to reduce the tax to a minimum. He urged that the opinion of the 
law societies was not the opinion of the profession, and the tax ought to 
be repealed in the interest of the society, as it would increase their num- 
bers by hundreds. Many solicitors held back from joining the socioty 
because the council did nothing in the matter. 

Mr. Puitiimorz seconded the motion. The opinion of the associated 
law societies was not conclusive. Within the last few years the Notting- 
ham solicitors had signed a petition for the repeal, no less than eighty per 
cent. of the profession appending their names. This was a tolerably 
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strong indication of what the professional feeling was there. The remain- 
ing twenty per cent. was composed of those who were indifferent and of 
those who believed it was an advantage in restricting the numbers of the 
rofession, and those who were too well off to trouble themselves about it. 
oth the Irish and the Scotch law societies were lamenting the apathy of 
the English society. He thought the medical profession was more strictly 
preserved than that of the solicitor, and they paid no such tax. 

Mr. G. B. Grecory (London) said that asa logical matter it was very 
difficult to uphold the duty on certifieates, but it was hardly a matter of 
pure logic. He put it to them whether there were not some practical 
reasons which rendered it inexpedient to pass the resolution. In the first 
place, this was not a time when they were likely to obtain the remission of 
taxation on financial grounds, and on fiscal grounds they would probably 
be met with a negative which would be responded to by Parliament and 
the country. He did not think they were at all likely to get the tax re- 
pealed, and he did not think it expedient to ask for that which they were 
not likely to obtain. In addition, was not the tax to some extent a pro- 
tection to the profession? Did it not tend rather to keep out those to 
whom there might be objection, and to secure the solicitor from competi- 
tion to which he might otherwise be subjected, and which it was desirable 
torestrain? He really thought on this ground, although it could not be 
logically defended, it was not expedient to move, at all events for the pre- 
sent, for the repeal of the duty. He would venture to suggest that the 
meeting should not press the subject upon the council, at all events during 
the present financial difficulties in which the Government was placed, or 
in fact subsequently upon the grounds which he had stated, that really it 
was a sort of protection to the legitimate practitioner. 

Mr. Fixcu was quite unable to agree with the motion, which was 
extremely rash, not to say unjust. The mover had referred to recent 
legislation, and the remarks of the Chancellor of the Exchequer. It was 
only recently that the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act had been passed, in 
which their remuneration was very much increased. 

Mr. Low rose to order. Surely the question of remuneration had nothing 
on earth to do with the subject. 

The Presipent: {1 think you may leave that to me, Mr. Low. 

Mr. F incu said that, whatever might be their opinion as to that, it must 
be remembered that the Act had been passed on the basis that solicitors 
contributed a certain certificate duty, and they would be met in the first 
instance by the argument that no sooner had they got something in addi- 
tion on the ground of their obligations than they at once began to try 
and shuffle them off. Then, would it be right to ask the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer to get rid of the £100,000 which the tax brought without 
pointing out where he was to replace it? Taking one profession with 
another, they could hardly plead poverty for this small tax. He hoped the 
council would not agree to what they were asked. He did not think they 
would be wise in doing it. He was as impatient of taxation as anyone, 
but could not help thinking they must balance one thing against another, 
and must exercise sagacity. 

Mr. A. M. M. Fornzs (London) said that no one could be hurt by taking 
the suffrages of solicitors upon the question. How the tax could be 
defended he was at a loss to imagine. The tax bore very heavily upon 
young solicitors. 

Mr. F. J. East (London) was in favour of the motion. The richer mem- 
bers did not feel it. He contended that the Remuneration Order had 
reduced the incomes of solicitors, 

Mr. A. O. Lewis (London) urged that they ought not to be deterred 
from agitating for a repeal of the tax simply because the chances of 
success at present might appear small. 

Mr. Fox said the tax was unjust, and it was the bounden duty of the 
profession to move for its repeal. If they wanted it repealed they must 
ask for it, otherwise it would be said they were satisfied to lie under it. 

Mr. F. B. Moyzz (London), as a member of the committee of one of the 
principal law societies, said that the opinion of the younger members of 
the profession was that the council ought to take the fair and impartial 
opinion of the profession on the subject. The council would be acting un- 
wisely if they declined to allow a circular to go out to solicitors with 
regard to it. 

Mr. Low, in replying, submitted that the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
had himself held out an invitation to the society to go to him and ask him 
to remit the tax. Mr. Goschen had said that, while the tax was not one 
which he liked or originated or supported, the English Law Society had 
taken no action in the matter, which had caused him to feel a difficulty in 
dealing with it in regard to Ireland. : 

The Prestpent: Although as a rule in such matters the president 
makes no statement, I wish to say that if the resolution is carried, as I 
think it will be, it will be taken into grave consideration; but I entirely 
reserve the right of considering with the council the action to be taken. 
I co not think a petition is the right way of taking the view of the pro- 
fession upon it. Nothing is more easy than to get signatures to a petition, 
nothing more difficult than to get people to listen to reason. This 
matter has been before the society for twenty-four years, and on no single 
occasion, either: in the country or in this hall, or at a meeting of the 
associated law societies has there ever been—I will not say a majority in 
favour of it—but any respectable minority. The reason agaiust it is to 
my mind overwhelming. That is only my individual opinion, and I am 
not for a moment saying it is better than that of any other gentleman in 
the room. But this I take leave to say, when a grievance does touch the 
members the president for the time being has every cause to know it. He 
has, and it is a very great thing to say he has, correspondents in very 
great numbers dealing with that particular grievance. I have had letters 
upon several questions referred to in the notices of motion to be con- 
sidered at this meeting, but I have had only two on the subject of certi- 
ficate duty, and both of these express a hope that the motion will be lost. 





This question will follow the passing of this resolution to-day, supposing 
the council act upon it—the great argument—the great grievance which 
is felt by the profession is the attempt in the Land Transfer Bill to allow 
conveyancing to pass into other hands than those of solicitors. Upon that 
question I hear a great deal—it is before me almost night and day. Upon 
that question I have seen all the members of the Select Committee of the 
House of Lords considering this Bill, and they have all begun by saying, 
*‘Can you expect me to bring forward the cause of the practisin 
solicitors?” and the only argument I have found to avail is to turn roun 
and say, ‘‘By what right do you ask us to pay £9 a year and will not 

rotect us?’’ That argument is a weighty one. If you pass this reso- 
ution—and this is not a very large meeting—and if the council deal with 
it, and I doubt if they will act on it in the face of that at present, 
though, of course, they will eventually, it will be taking out of the hands 
of the council the strongest weapon they had for protecting your 
interests in regard to the Land Transfer Bill. And if the meeting should 
be in favour of the resolution, and it should be reported, you will practi- 
cally have done all in your power to strengthen the hands of those who 
desire that solicitors shall no longer have the privilege of conveyancing. 
Having said that I have done my duty as a member of the society. I was 
bound as president of the society to put that view before you, because I 
know it to be the correct view. Whether it be logical or not I cannct 
dispute, but it is the view held by members of the House of Lords on the 
subject, or I would not have made the statement. The motion is, ‘‘ That 
a petition for the repeal of the certificate duty be at once prepared,”’ it 
does not say by whom, “‘and that every solicitor be afforded an oppor- 
tunity of signing the same,” it does not say where, ‘‘ with a view to its 
subsequent presentation to the Chancellor of the Exchequer by a deputa- 
tion from this society.’’ 

The voting was as follows :—For the motion, forty-seven ; against, forty. 

The Prestpent: The motion is carried by forty-seven against forty. 
I have no hesitation in saying that with such a majority as that I, while 
president, shall take no action on the resolution. : 

Mr. Low thought that, following the ordinary custom, he might name 
a small committee. 

The Prestpent: That is not in your motion. 

Mr. Low: Neither was it in Mr. Parker’s motion. 

The Prestpent: No. It was left to the council to prepare. This does 
not even go through the courtesy of leaving the deputation to them. I 
shall do nothing to facilitate what I believe to be the most pernicious 
motion which has been carried for some time in this hall. 

Certain motions stood in the name of Mr. Ford, but he left the hall 
before they were reached. 


Lanp Transrer Btu. 

The following notice appeared on the agenda paper:—‘‘ Mr. Oswald 
Milne will ask what steps the council are taking in the interests of the 
profession in regard to the Land Transfer Bill now before the House of 
Lords,” but the question was not asked as it had been answered by the 
president in replying to Mr. Mead. : ' 

Mr. Mrtne was to have moved: ‘‘ That this meeting considers that the 
notice recently posted up in the Land Registry Office, with the authority of 
the Lord Chancellor, is unjust to solicitors, and casts a slur upon an honour- 
able profession, and this meeting requests the council to take the necessary 
steps to obtain the withdrawal of such notice,” but he said that since the 
notice of motion had been given the Lord Chancellor had stopped the 
further issue of the notice to the public, and the registrar had destroyed 
all copies. What he (Mr. Milne) would like to say was that not only was 
the Lord Chancellor's attention drawn to it, but that also a Cabinet 
minister was approached in regard to it, who communicated with the 
Lord Chancellor, and action was taken. It proved the necessity of the 
profession being alive to their own interests. ' 

The Prestpent: { may take the opportunity of saying that the 
profession are largely indebted to Messrs. Milne & Milne for the action 
they have taken. It was most successful, and I have no doubt all who 
read the correspondence which has appeared in the legal newspapers upon 
the subject will be of the same opinion. 

A oa of thanks to the president, moved by Mr. Finca, terminated the 


proceedings. 


——- = 


THE BAR COMMITTEE, 


The annual meeting of the Bar, convened by this committee, was held 
last Saturday in the Lincola’s Inn dining hall, and was attended by probably 
over 800 members of the Bar. The Attorney (ieneral, who took the chair, 
was received with loud and prolonged cheering, many of the audience 
rising to their feet, and waving their hats, and when he rose to speak the 
demonstration was renewed, and continued for some time. ; 

The Arrornry-GENeRAL copgratulated the members on attending in such 
large numbers, because that would ensure that important alterations to be 
proposed in the rules would be well considered He hoped that the 
result might be that they might get a larger support in coming years then 
they had had in the past for the Bar Committee. After acknowledging their 
indebtedness to the honorary secretary, Mr. 8. H. Lofthouse, he referred to 
matters mentioned inthe annual report. ‘Those members of the Bar, he said, 
who were in the House of Commons would, he was sure, be very glad to 
know that the Land Transfer Bill had been considered by a Committee con- 
sisting of Sir Horace Davey, Messrs. Rigby, Channell, Byrne, Kenelm Digby, 
Dunning, and Wolstenholme, and he was certain that if any further delibera- 
tions took place with reference to it, that Committee would be of oa grote 
assistance to those who desired to get a thoroughly good Land Ira er 
Bill. He congratulated the Bar Committee upon the alteration to a certain 
extent in the Circuits, By the desire of the Judges to meet the difficulties 
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of the Circuit question, and by the co-operation of members of the sub-com- 
mittee in the past, considerable good had already been done, but it was a 
subject in respect of which they must not consider that their labours were at 
anend. He trusted that members of the Common Law Bar who were mem- 
bers of Committee would, as far as they could, keep this matter before their 
minds, in order that they might get as effective a Circuit system as they 
possibly could, convenient both to the suiiors and to the practitioners. In 
conclusion, he appealed to members of the Bar to subscribe in larger numbers, 
so as to give the Committee the assistance of a salaried officer, and thus 
enable them properly to dispose of the increasing work which fell on them. 

Str Henry James, M.P.. Q.C., as chairman of the committee, then pro- 
posed the resolutions for the purpose of effecting alterations in the rules 
which were set out ante, p. 363. Mr. Oswald moved several amendments, but 
ultimately the resolutions were agreed to. 

The Sontcrron-Generat proposed a vote of thanks to Messrs, Yarborough, 
Anderson, and R. B. Haldane for their services as auditors, and moved their 
re-election, with the addition of Mr. Kenyon Parker, which was agreed to. 

Mr. S. Porg, Q.C., proposed a vote of thanks to the Attorney-General for 
presiding over the meeting. It has, he said, always appearei to me to be 
one of the finest characteristics of the English Bar that, widely differing as 
we do in opinion, and frequently inevitably brought into personal conflict, 
we are yet able to preserve the respect and admiration—I may almost say 
the affectionate regard—we entertain for the leaders of the profession, Of 
course, they are subject to criticism. As an old member of the Northern 
Circuit, I should be very reluctant to relinquish the right of the junior to 
criticise the perfcrmance of his senior. I daresay everyone of us in times 
past, and even yet occasionally, feels that if he had the opportunity he could 
conduct a particular case with much greater dignity and ability than those 
who are in charge of it. But, at least, we generally are able to distinguish 
in our criticisms between errors of judgment and personal or professivnal 
misconduct. Those of us who enjoy the honour of the personal friendship of 
Sir Richard Webster, know what a good, true, and loyal comrade he is, 
absolutely incapable of intentional cruclty or of professional disgrace or 
dishonour. And those to whom he is only the Attorney-General, the 
acknowledged head of our great profession, may rest well assured that the 
high traditions and integrity and honour of that profession will never be 
tarnished in his hands. I am of those who intensely disagree with the 
Attorney-General’s opinions, but I move that we, as members of the Bar, 
thank him for coming amvung us to-day as our official and recognised head. 

Sir James Parker Deane, Q.C., Vicar-General of the Province of Canter- 
bury, seconded the motion. He said: There probably is not a man in this 
room, or very few in this room, who have known the Attorney-General so 
long as [ have professionally, and to that I may add, with his permission, 
there are not very many of you who have enjoyed his personal friendship—I 
suy enjoyed his personal fricndship—more than I have. From almost his 
first admission to the Bar I have known him. I believe that the very last 
b icf which it was my good or ill fortune to hold I held under his leadership. 
In private and in public I Lave unceasingly and without a murmur of doubt 
admired him. 

The Soniciror-GeneraL: Gentlemen, it has been moved and seconded 
that a vote of thanks should be given by this meeting to the Attorney- 
General for having attended and presided on this occasion; those of you who 
are in favour of the resolu'..n will say ‘‘Aye.” In reply, there was an 
enthusiastic shout of ‘‘ Aye,” the audience rising and checring and waving 
their hats. 

The AttorNeY-GeNeRAL said: Mr. Pope, Sir James Deane, and my 
friends, it would be utterly impossible for me to reply to such a proposition 
by any discussion of the kind things that have been said of me by my old 
friends who have proposed and seconded this resolution. I can assure you 
that among many incidents of my career nothing has ever been so gratifying 
to me as the reception you have given me to-day. I can at any rate eay this 
—that not wittingly or with knowledge has the keeping of the representa- 
tion of our great profession suffered in my hands, It may be—it certainly 
must be—that I have made mistakes in this and every other position of 
importance that I have held, but I cannot help repeating that aphorism, 
which has almost become of world-wide celebrity, quoted by a great man at 
a great representative meeting a few weeks ago, when he said that the man 
who did not make mistakes very seldom made anything. My friends, I can 
only again thank you, and I can assure you from the bottom of my heart 
that the greatest pleasure I have as long as I am allowed to fulfil this posi- 
tion is—tirst, to follow the example of the great men who have preceded me; 
and secondly, or, I will not say secondly, but in addition to place my services 
heart'ly at the disposal of the brethren of my profession, 7 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE EASTER FINAL, 

In our last iesue we gave in extenso the conveyancing paper set, which is 
noticeable as a good round paper, invol ving oS of a = seh important 
legislation, and several questions which required a knowledge of practical 
conveyancing. The equity paper was an easy one, consisting of two ques- 
tions in chancery practice and ten on principles; the latter were tairly 
distributed over the usual subjects, two being on mortgages, four on trusts 
one on specific performance, &c., &c. ; in fact, any student fairly con- 
versant with Snell’s Principles would meet with no serious obstacles. The 
common law paper was as easy as any we have ever seen at this examina- 
tion, and was composed of three questions on practice, four on contracts, 
three on torts, one on evidence, and four easy bankruptcy questions. The 
old favourite, “‘ What is the definition of a secured creditor? ” appeared. 
The two remaining papers must have given more satisfaction than usual, 


the questions in Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty being straightforward 
on leading and well-known points. A great change is also now apparent 
in the criminal law paper, and if any candidate was disappointed he could 
not have known much about the usual text-books. Perhaps the question 
as to empanelling a jury ‘‘de medictate linguae”’ is now a little too archaic, 
Since the recent change in the Final system it is remarkable what care has 
been taken with regard to the various subjects in preserving a fair balance 
in the number of questions and their distribution over the books. 


THE INTERMEDIATE, 

For students who have arrived midway in their legal training the 
recent papers are eminently suitable, the questions being short and 
uninvolved. In Head I. we see nothing unusually formidable ; perhaps 
the latter half of question 3 on the Statute ‘‘ De Donis Conditionalibus,” 
which asked, ‘‘ By what title is it frequently referred to?’’ would bother 
some candidates. Head II. was perhaps harder, and no doubt the second 
and third questions would be answered by only a few. 





THE BAR EXAMINATION. 


Bar students have not a very hard time of it as regards examinations 
The real and personal property paper could be almost fully answered with 
a fair acquaintance of Goodeve’s Real aud Personal Property. The 
common law is always a little harder, at least candidates who are not 
familiar with Broom’s Commentaries, through having no experience with 
the practice of the courts, always find the three opening questions 
difficult. In equity the same questions nearly always reappear, or, 
speaking more accurately, most of them ; therefore in trusts we find the 
usual definitions and Thellusson’s Act, and in specific performance we 
come across the oft-repeated test as to a ‘‘ promoter’s contract” and 
‘‘ strangers to a contract suing and being sued.”’ At the last examination 
we expected these questions, as they had only just been asked recently ; we 
were, however, wrong, but they reappeared this time rightly enough. 
There ought to be some sort of intermediate test for bar students, and then 
a fairly stiff final. We recently came across a student who went in for his 
final bar examination on eight days’ reading, and who seemed surprised, 
judging from what he had heard about the examination, when an opinion 
was expressed that it could not be dons in the time. Now eight days’ 
reading for one who has not read a book since the Roman law examin- 
ation is rather a short course of study to qualify for the higher branch of 
the profession, and we do not expect he will pass; but his presumption is 
only the result of the present methods at these examinations. In Roman 
law the questions were short and easy, such as, ‘‘In how many ways is 
tutela determined ?’’ ‘‘Give examples of quasi contracts,’’ &c., but 
the piece for translation was rather a difficult passage. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY, 


Mr. Frepertck Georse Apotruvs WILLI1AMs, barrister, died on the 15th 
inst., aged sixty-three, after an illness »f some weeks’ duration. He was 
knocked down by an omnibus on his way home from his chambers in Lin- 
coln’s-inn early in February, and never recovered from the effects of the 
accident. He was educated at Westminster School, from which he pro- 
ceeded to Trinity College, Cambridge, where he obtained a scholarship. 
His name appears in the Cambridge Calendar for 1848 ia the list of 
‘* Scholars, B.A.’’ of that college, in company with that of Mr. E. P. 
Wolstenholme, Mr. C. B. Scott (late head master of Westminster), Mr. 
Alfred Barry (recently Bishop of Sydney), and Mr. B. F. Westcott (now 
Regius Professor of Divinity at Cambridge). Mr. Williams graduated in 
1843, and was placed in both the mathematical and the classical triposes. 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in April, 1852, and he prac- 
tised as an equity draftsman and conveyancer. He was for some years one 
of the reporters for the WeEKLy Rerorrsr in the court of Vice-Ohancellor 
Wood, and on the foundation of the Law Reports, in 1865, he was chosen 
by the Council of Law Reporting one of their staff of reporters, and he 
| held that appointment up to the time of his death. He was also for more 
than twenty-five years one of- the law reporters for the Zimes newspaper. 
He was well known to the profession as one of the editors of the 4th 
edition of Seton on Decrees, and he was, at the time when he met with 
his fatal accident, actively engaged, in conjunction with Mr. Registrar 
Clowes and Mr. Registrar Carrington, in the preparation of a 5th edition 
of that valuable work. It may be remembered that Mr. H. W. May, one 
of the editors of the 4th edition, was carried off by illness before the 
completion of his labours, his place being then taken by Mr. James 
Eastwick. Mr. Williams has been for several years a widower, and he 
leaves one son and one daughter. His son is a scholar of New College, 
Oxford. Mr. Williams was widely known among his professional brethren, 
especially among those who practise in the Chancery Division, and all 
who knew him respected his honourable character and abilities, and 
cherished with affection his kindly and sympathetic friendship. His 
figure has for so many years been a familiar one in the Chancery courts 
that he will be greatly missed there. 





APPOINTMENTS, 


Mr. Harotp Artuvr Perry, barrister, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner to Inquire into the Affairs of the Macclesfield Savings Bank. 





Mr. Perry is the third son of Mr. Walter Copland Perry, barrister, and 
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was born in 1850. He isa Fellow of King’s College. Cambridge, where 
be graduated in the let class of the classical tripos in 1874. He was called 
to the bar at the Inner Temple in January, 1878, and he practises in the 
Chancery Division. 

Mr. James Kenngpy Donatpson, Queen’s Advocate for Sierra Leore, 
has been appointed to act as Chief Justice of that colony. 


Mr. James Anram McOarrny, barrister, has been appointed to act as 
Queen’s Advocate for the Colony of Sierra Leone. Mr. McCarthy is the 
eldest ron of Mr. James Benjamin McCarthy, and was born in 1855. He 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in January, 1879. 


Mr. Witt1Am Macxrntosu, Q C., Dean of the Faculty of Advocates, who 
has been appointed a Judge of the Court of Session in Scotland, in suc- 
cession to the late Lord Fraser, was admitted a member of the Faculty of 
Advocates in Scotland in 1865. He was for several years sheriff of the 
counties of Ross and Cromarty. He was elected Dean of the Faculty of 
— in 1886, and ke was shortly afterwards created a Queen's 
Counsel. 

Mr. Henry Spencer Berxecey, barrister, Attorney-Gencral of Fiji, who 
has been appointed Chief Justice of that colony, in succession to Mr. 
Fielding Clarke. who has been appointed a judge of the Supreme Court of 
the Colony of Hong Kong, is the third son of Mr. Thomas Berkeley, and 
was born in 1851. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Trinity Term, 1873, and he was for several years Solicitor-General of the 
Leeward Islands, 

Mr. Percy Trevartutan Pararce, solicitor (of the firm of Square, 
Bridgman, Bond, & Pearce), of Plymouth and Mutley, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Cuartes Epwarp SAtmon, solicitor, of Bury St. Edmunds, bas been 
appointed by the High Sheriff of Suffolk (Mr. John Paley) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Salmon is the son of 
Mr. William Salmon, solicitor, town clerk of Bury St. Edmunds. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1866, and he is clerk to the county magistrates 
for the Blackburn Divieion. 

Mr. Hernert Cranmer Harvey, solicitor (of the firm of Leadbitter & 
Harvey), of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, has been appointed by the High 
sheriff of Northumberland (Sir Edward William Blackett) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Harvey was admitted a 
colicitor in 1869. 

Mr. Epwarp Arcupatt Frooks, solicitor, of Sherborne, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 


Mr. Tuomas Henry Fane, solicitor (of the firm of Fawcett & Faber), of 
Stockton and Yarm, has been appointed Clerk to the Stockton, Hartlepool, 
—— Highway Board. Mr. Faber was admitted a solicitor in 
1884, 

Mr. Stras Georce Savt, solicitor, of Carlisle, has been appointed by 
the High Sheriff of Cumberland (Mr. Edwin Hodge Banks) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Saul was admitted a 
solicitor in 1884, 

Mr. Onestmvus Smarr Barrett, eolicitor, of Dartmouth, Paignton, and 
Brixham, has been appointed Olerk to the Magistrates for the Paignton 
Division of Devonshire. Mr. Bartlett was admitted a solicitor in 1871. 
He is town clerk of the borough of Dartmouth, and steward of the manor 
of Brixham. 

Mr. Rees Powerit Monrcan, solicitor (of the firm of Morgan & David), 
of Neath, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Glamorganshire (Sir 
John Jones Jenkins) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing 
year. Mr. Morgan was admitted a solicitor in 1867. 

Mr. Josrru Care Hetton, solicitor, of Whitehaven and Gosforth, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 


Sir Henry Tuomas Wrenrorpsiey has been appointed a Queen’s 
Counsel for the Colony of New South Wales. Sir H. Wrenfordsley is the 
only son of Mr. Joseph Wrenfordsley, of Dublin. He was educated at 
Trinity College, Dublin. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple 
in Easter Term, 1863, and he practised on the Norfolk Circuit. He wasa 
puisne judge in the Mauritius from 1877 till 1880, Chief Justice of 
Western Australia from 1880 till 1882, and Chief Justice of Fiji from 
1882 till 1886. He received the honour of knighthood in 1883, 








That solemnity and reverence are desirable during the administration of 
the oath to a witness in the box is a point rightly held in high estimation 
by most of the Chancery judges, and by none more than by Mr. Justice 
Kekewich. On a recent occasion when the oath was being administered 
the usual silence of the court was interrupted by two leaders of the bar 
who were holding a rather animated conversation together. The judge, 
addressing the senior of the two offenders, said, ‘‘ Mr. W., you are setting 
a very bad example, gossiping while the oath is being administered.” 
Thereafter silence reigned. 

The prospectus has been issued of Arthur’s Ideal Soap Works 
(Limited). Capital, £120,000, in shares of £1 each. Present issue, 
70,000 8 per cent. Preference Shares, and 20 000 deferred ; the remaining 
30,000 deferred are accepted by the vendors as part payment. No divi- 
dend will be paid on the deferred shares until 8 per cent. has been paid 
on the preferred. 

The report of the New York Life Insurance Company states that the 
accumulated fund on January 1 was £19,071,000, having increased 
£2,094,384 during the year. The income for 1888 was £5,117,525. 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 









Date. APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Kay. CuITTY. 
Wednesday, April ...... 24 Mr. Ward Mr. Carrington Mr, Clowes 
Thursday . 5 Jackson Koe 
Friday ... oC gton Clowes 
Saturday Jackson Koe 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KEKEWICH, 
Wednesday, April ...... 24 Mr. Leach Mr. Godfrey Mr. Lavie 
Thursday ....... 25 Beal Rolt Pugh 
friday ...... 26 Leach (sodfrey Lavie 
Saturday .. ..... ae Beal Roit Pugh 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frmay. April 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 

ED IN CHANCERY. 

APpLEBY BROTHERS, LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or before Monday, 
May 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debta 
or claims, to John Gane, 53. Coleman st. Wednesday, June5, at 12 is appointed 
tor hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

CANADIAN TOBOGGANING SYNDICATE, LimiTeD.—Chitty, J., has fixed April 30, at 
11, at bis chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Kina’s Lynn SEED CrusHING Co., LimITED.—Petn for winding up, presented 
April 11, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on May 4. Wilkins & Co., Old 
Broad at, eo!ors for petrers 

Li TLEBOROUGH Dyr1nG Co., LiMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented April 10, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J.,on May 4. Godfrey & Co , Chancery lane, 
agents for Godfrey & Co., Halifax. solors for petner 

LonpDon FLocK Co., LimurrEp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 10, to 
send their names and add-esses, and the particulars «f their debts or claims, 
to Edward Thomas Duncomba Stores, Wans Monday. May 20, at 1, is 
appointed for hearing and aJjudicating upon the debts ani claims 

MUNICIPAL RKVIEW AND LocAL GOVERNMENT GAZETTE. LIMITRD.-Peto for 
winding up. presented April 8, directed vo be heard before Stirling. J., on 
pte eng = 4. Dixon & Co, Lancaster House, Strand, solors for petner 

PONTYPRIDD AND RHONDDA VALLEY ‘TRAMWAYS Wo., LiMITsp.—North, J , has, 
by an order dated March 20, appointed Czarles Lee Nichols, 1, Queen Victoria 
st, to be official Hquidator : 

ULTRAMARINE MANUFACTURING Co., LimiTED.—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 9, to eend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Frederick Henry Oridland, Observer chmbrs, Bournemouth, 
Thursday, May 16, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 

Zour Kom Nirrates, Limitep.- Chitty, J., has, by an order dated March 7, ap- 
»ointed Charles Augustus Vansittart Conybeare, Queen Annes mansions, to 
S official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before May 16, t» send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the 
above. Wednesday, May 22, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the debts and claims 

County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. _ 

Kino InsuRANCE Co., LiwiTED.—By an order made by Bristowe, V.C., dated 
April 4, it was ordered that the company be wound up, and the court did ap- 
point Robert Jones, _——_ — st, ape wo provisionally official liquida- 
tor. Sharman & Co., Liverpool, solors for petners 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Lonpon Roap RAILWAY STATION BENEFIT SocistTy, London Road Station, Man- 
ebester. April 8 v staat 3 

Lynn NEW SHIPWRECKED SEAMEN’S SOCIETY, Bee Hive Inn, King’s Lynn, Nor- 
folk. April9 

- London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 16. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. | 

BANKING, INSURANCE. AND RAILWAY O0-OPERATIVS STORES, LiMITED.—Creditors 
are required. on or before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Oscar Berry, Moaument house, Monu- 
ment yard. Wednesday, _ =e 19, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudica- 
ting upon the debts and claims rapa 

SWEDISH AND NORWEGIAN Raitway Co., LimiTEp —Petn for wioting =, pre- 
sented April 10, amestes ee aa before Stirling, J..on May 4. Lumley & 
Lumley, Conduit st, solors for petners 

UNITED Braves GoLp PLACERS, LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented April 
13, directed to be poore betows a. Je, = Sey. pd 4. Burdett- 

Junvingham & Co., Bridge st, Westminster, solors for petners 

Una NTATES GOLD PLACERS, Lim1rED.—Petn for winding up, presented April 
15, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Mey 4, Ticke)l, Wal- 

‘ovk, solor for petner 
— ae COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. : 
= RSIDE” SHIPOWNING Co., LuwiTED.—Petn for winding up, resented Apri 
ye) to be heard before Betstome, VA. 08 = panes . all, Liverpool, 
0 esday, April 30, at 11. ndys, Liverpool, solor for 

sienna Mint 0., LIMITED.—The Vice-Chancellor has fixed Monday, April 29, 
at 11.30, at the chambers of the Registrar, 2, Clarence st, Manchester, for the 
appointment of an official liquidator 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
London G eg rRrDaY, April 5 
azette.—. o 
CLARK, OSWALD GARDNER. Richmond ter, West , Draper’s Assistant. May 
4. Clark v Clark, Kay, J. meen, ees -_ 
GaRprver, JOHN, Halifax. Carpet Manufacturer. May 13. Crossley v Gardiner, 


Kay, J. Walker, 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 12. 
ROwLANDS, MossEs, Peny- Glamorgan, Colliery Proprietor. May 8. Cameron 
v Williams, Stirling, J. . or & Co., Lasests ~ ed 
London asette.—TUES) ° e 
ARMSTRONG, WILLIAM FREDERICK. King st, Warford, Tailor, May 15. Moffat v 


DruMock, SAMUEL, Savona pl, Battersea Park rd, 





Armstrong, Stirling, J. pl, Bate atfo Retired Publican, Senne 
Dimmock vy Dowding, North, J, Ratclitf, Camberwell New rd 
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HALL, James, Manchester, Fishmonger. May 11. Hall v Hall, Registrar, Man- 
chester. Heywood & Sons, Manchester tat 

NAVAL STEAM COAL Co., Khondda Va!ley, Glamorgen. May8. Williams v Morgan, 
Stirling. J. Pitt, St. Andrew’s st, Holborn circus Ear 

PgenyGraiGc Coat Co., Rhondda Valley, Glamorgan, May 8. Cameron v Williams, 
Stirling, J. Pitt, St. Andrew’s st, Holborn circus 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LasT DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, April 5. ; 
AYPLETON, HENRY, Warrington, File Manufacturer. May 15. Appleton, Liver- 
1 


poo v2 : 
Baker, Ev1zabeETHu, Culverden rd, Streatham, May 13. Sayle, Queen Victoria st 


Boppy. Jonny, Thorntondale, York, Farmer. April 12. Kitching, Eastgate, 
Pickering é 

BROWNING. GEORGE FREDERICK, Kingswood rd, Dulwich Wood Pk, Esq. April 
30. Stone & Co, Bath 

Burrows, SARAH EMMA, Beaumont st, Oxford. June1. Davenport, Oxford 


CLARKE, LAWRENCE H1GGrns, Preston, Printer. May 3. Taylor, Preston 


CRESSWELL, WILLIAM EMANUEL, Birmingham, Railway Agent. May10. Lane 
& Clutterbuck, Birmingham 

Eastwick, WILLIAM JosEPH. Leinster gardens. late Member of Council of India, 
May3 Norton & ©o. Victoria st, Westminster 

FAairproTHer, LAMMAS, Swannington, Leices, Farmer. May 15, 
Wing. Delahay st. Westminster 

FARMAR, ANN GRAZEBROOK, Freemantle, Millbrook, Southampton. June 1, 
Coxwell & Pope, Southampton 

FENTON, CHARLOTTE, Stamford, Linc, May 28, Cayley & Edmonds, Norfolk st, 
Strand 

Gray. Tom ERNEST, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, May 9. Rawlios & Rawlins, 
Wimborne 

HopGeEs, NATHANIEL, Milton rd, Newington green, Gent. May 7. Cole & Jack- 
son, Essex st, Strand 

Hvnt, T1103 





Wing. Delahay st, Westminster 


JOSEPH, BARNET Lyon, Edgbaston, Warwick, Esq. May 15. Myer, New Bridge | 


street 
Liypo, CLARA, Canonbury lane, Highbury. May 4. Spyer & Son, New Broad st 
Oakes, ARTHUR, Dowgate, Sandhurst, Hawkhurst, Kent, Esq. May 14. Hub- 
bard & Co, Cannon st 
PATTINSON, AGNES, Bowness, Westmoreland. April 30. LBownass, Windermere 
PILKINGTON, JOHN, Blackburoa, Cashier. April1s8, Polding, Blackburn 
Pors, Epwin, Falmouth, Wine Merchant. April 30. Jenkins, Falm uth 
RopInson, EARDLEY, birmingham, Gent. April 15. Thomas, Birmingham 
Rovp, Sarau, Freemantle, Millbrook, Southampton. June1. Coxwell & Pope, 
Soutbampton 
Sowmypats. Some, Leizham Ceurt rd, Streatham, Gent, May 13, Sayle, Queen 
ictoria st 
SPENCER, MICHAEL, Walbottle Hall, Northumberland, May 15. Brown & Son, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
STorER, GEORGE, Thoroton, Notts, Esq. May 11. Goodall & Brown, Nottingham 
THREADER, THOMAS, Hillside grove, Chase rd, Southgate, Retired Coachman. 
May 2. Rumsey, Finsbury pk rd 
THURSTON, ROBERT GEORGE, St Dunstan’s hill, Wine Merchant. April 28, 
Price & Son, Walbrook 
WHITEHALL, GEORGE, Portsea, Solicitor, May 15. Fraser, Finsbury circus 
Wru1aMs, Epwakp, Brecon, Solicitor. May 6. Cobb & Tudor, Brecon 
Witu1ams. Jonn, Warwick grdns, Kensington, Gent. May 4. Flux & Lea‘bitter, 
___ Leadenhall st 
WYLEY, Exizanetu, Charterhouse, nr Coventry. May 1, Field & Sons, 
Leamington 
London Gazette. —TUESDAY, April 9. 
BELLAMY, Tromas, Gateshead, Cartman. May 16. Watson & Denny, Newcastle 
upon Tyne : 
Brown, GrorGs, Maltby in the Marsh, Linc, Farmer. June 1. Rhodes & 
Carnley. Alfor: 
Santpees, Dames GORDON CANNING, Glouc. May 6. Carlisle & Co, New sa, 
AnCGLN Ss } 
CHADDERTON, SAMUEL, Higher Broughton, Salford, Gent. May 31. Claye & 
Son, Manchester 
CLARK. MARTHA MaRGaneT, Strand, Ryde, I.W. May 18. Gush & Go, Finsbury 


circus 

CLARK, WILLIAM, Teversall, nr Mansfield, N tts, Colliery Proprie a r9 
Heath & Sons, Nottingham < exis suits 

DANIEL, ANDREW. Knaresbrough, Yorks. May 1. 8. C. F. & C. A. Powell, 
Knaresbrough 

DAVENPORT, STEVEN, Hulme, Manchester, Organ Builder. May 15. Lawson, 
Manchester 

Duncan, Francis, C.B., M.P., The Commons, Woolwich, Colonel R.A. May 31, 
Futvoye & Co. John st, Bedford row 

ErrincuaM, Earl of, kt Hon HENRY. June1. Bennett & Co, Lincoln’s inn 

ELDRIDGE, CHARLES MONROE, Basseterre, St Christopher, Leeward Islands. 
May1. Parker & Co, St Michael’s alley, Cornhill 

a —y Exisau,Nottingham, Brewery Agent. April 30. Parsons, Notting- 


m 
Foster, JAMES, Tirril, Westmorland, Brewer. June 1. Thornburn, Carlisle 


Fowizer, WitttaM, Woronzow rd, St John’s Wood, Land Agent. May 6. 
Clarkson & Co, Doctors’ commons 


Sladen & | 


s JonEs, Gloucester, Chemist. May 18. Taynton & Co, Gloucester | 
Ibpotson, CHARLES Geelong. Colony of Victoria, Merchant. May 15, Sladen & | 


FRANELIN, HENRY WILLIAM, Oxford, Hotel Proprietor. May 20. Lickorish & 
Bellord, Queen Victoria st f 

GuTHRIE, THoMAS ANSTEY, Cork st, St James’, Tailor. May 15. Guthrie, 
Chancery lane ’ 

How tery, Trmoruy, Bradford, Shoemaker. May 4. Gaunt & Hines, Bradford 


Hupson, Emrny, Church end, Hendon. Junet. Tilley, High rd, Kilburn 
JARVIS, THOMAS, Bedford,Gent. May 2. Whyley & Piper, Bedford 


JONES, WILLIAM, Rufus st, Hoxton, Dairyman. Mayi7. Carlisle & Co, Newsg, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Kay, ANNIS, Wakefield. May 9. Wainwright & Co, Wakefield 

LANDERS, HuGH Brucg. Marylebone rd, retired Surgeon. May1. Pearce-Jone 
& Co. John st, Bedford row é 

METCALF, JESSE, Rotherham, Boot Dealer. May1. Harland & Ingham, Leeds 


Muntz, Pure HENRY, Leamington, Esq. May 7. Milward & Co, Birmingha 
PALMER, FREDERICK, Woodside rd, Sutton, Gent. May 9. Pettiver, College hill] 


Pottarp, Mary, Albemarle crescent, Scarborough. May 17. Turnbull & Co 
Scarborough ; = 
PRENTISE, ELIzA, Hewlett rd, Cheltenham. May 18. Cooke, Cirencester 


PRITCHARD, FRANCIS Woop, Church Stretton, Salop. May 15. Aylmer, Parlia. 
ment st 
RmwpDING, CHARLES, Walsall, Chain Manufacturer. May 6. Phillips, Birming- 
ham 
| SEATON, Barov, Rt Hon James, Beechwood House, Plympton St Mary, Devon 
May 18. Clarke & Lukin, Chard, Somerset : us 
| SHEPPARD. Marta, Kington Langley, Kington St Michael, Wilts. May 
| Wood & Awdry, Chippenham 
| SmirH, HARRIET JANE, Hamilton ter, St John’s Wood. May 15. Watney & Co, 
Lombard ct 3 3 
| TREDINNICK, WILLIAM, Hayle, Phillack, Cornwall, retirel Sacdler. May 4, 
Borlase & Co, Penzance : Paes 
WALKER, SARAH, Carrington, Nottingham. May6. Heath & Sons, Nottingham 
WELLS, THomas, Misson. Nottingham and Lincoln, Farmer. May 18. Mee & Co, 
Retford 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, April 12. 
BATTERBEE, RANSON COLECOME, Buckingham st, Adelphi, Engineer. May 10. 
Cobb, Lincoln’s inn fields 7 
Bzrry, JANE, Knaresbrough, Yorks. Juno16. Kirby & Son, Kuaresbrough 


BopGer, MATTHEW, Cramlington, Northumberland, Grocer. Mayi. Pybus, 
Newcastle upon Tyne ; 

BREAN, GEORGE, sen., Brislington, Somerset, Haulier, May 2. Danger & Cart- 
wright, Bristol ’ 

es ELIZABETH, Stockton on Tees, May 2. Watson & Co, Stockton on 

ees 

BusBTON, GEORGE, Milton, nr Peterborough, Yeoman. May 18. Mellows, Peter- 
boroug 

OHANEY, Frances, Ashford, Kent. May1&, Norwood, Ashfori 


COVERDALE, JANE, Cottingham, Yorks. May 1. ©.lbecx & Thomopso.a, Hull 
DANIEL, Soput1a, Knaresbrough, Yorks. May 9. Powell, Knaresbrough 
DAVIS, DANIEL, Pontypool, Trevethin, Mon, Grocer. July !. Watkins, Ponty- 


poo 

DEARLOVE, BENJAMIN, Killinghall, Yorks, Farmer. June 16, Kitby & Son, 
Harrogate , 

Hay, SAMUEL, Retford, Worksop, Notts, Yeoman. May15, Collins & Wilkin- 
son, Walbrook 

JACKSON, THomasS, Gt Horton, Bradford,Gent. May16. Rhodes, Bradford 


JOHNSTON, JOHN, Hulme, Manchester, Gent. May17. Dixon, Manchester 


KirEny, ELizABETH, Smelthouse, nr Pateley Bridge, Yorks, May 13, Hutchin- 
son, Ripon 

LOWTHER, FRANCIS SEBASTIAN, Kingston upon Hull, Gent. May 25. Colbeck & 
Thompson, Hull ? y y 

MARLAND, JAMES, Godley by Hyde, Chester, Herbalist. April 27. Hibbe:t, Hyds 


McEWAN, ALEXANDER, Albion rd, Stoke Newington, Builder’s Machinist. May 
8. Hayward, Chancery lane 

MILNES, WILLIAM. Bury st. St James’, Lodging house keeper. May 21. Cooper 
& Bake, Portman st, Portman sq 

oo chon a South Hylton, Durham, Retired Grocer. May 9. Wilford, 
Sunderianc 

PriEsT, ANN REBECCA, Clifton hill, St. John’s Wood, May 22. Sawbridge & Son, 
Aldermanbury 

RapDnor. Earl of, The Right Hon Jacoz. At once. Bompas & Co, Gt Winchester st 


SAUNDERS, BARNERD Jostas, Stourbridge, Worcester, Ironmonger. May? 1), 
Gould & Eleock, Stourbridge 

Scott, ANN, Blackboy rd, Exeter. April 20. Friend & Beal, Exeter 

SEATON, Baron, Right Hon JAMES, Plympton St Mary, Devon. May 18, Clarke 
& Lukin, Chard, Somerset 

SHEFFIELD, Countess of, Right Hon HARRIET, Portland pl. May 15. Bennett & 
Co, New sq. Lincoln’s inn 

| SHELDON, Mary, likley, Yorks. May 31. Middleton & Sons, Leeds 


Soame. ELIZABETH POOLE, Little Thurlow pk, Suffolk, May 30. Sparke & Sons, 
Bury St Edmunds 

SWINDLKY, SAMUEL, Oldbury, Worcester, Currier. June 1. Slater & Co, Butcroft, 
Darlaston 





| 

| WAENING TO INTENDING HovusE PuRCHASERS & LESSHES.—Before purchasing or 

| renting a house havet heSanitary arrangementsthoroughly examined by an expert 

from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Uo., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c,—[ ADVT. | 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette—F RIDAY, April 12, | 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Bareer, GeorGce. Altrincham, Cheshire, Auctioneer | 
Manchester Pet April8S Ord April 8 | April8 Ord April 8 


OanTY, WILLIAM HENRY, 
funbridge Wells Pet 
Cave, GLADWIN CLOVES, 





Aopril 9 


CHATTEN, GEORGE, Leeds, 


Tunbridge Wells, Builder | Faccr, FREDEBIC WILLIAM, St Stephen’s chmbrs, 
Aprili0 Ord April 10 Moorgate st, Stockbroker High Court Pet Feb 
Hart st, Bloomsbury, no 13 Ord April 10 


occupation High Court Pet March 8 Ord GoLpInG, GzORGE JAMES Dawe, Exeter, Licensed 


Victualler Exeter Pet March 26 Ord Aprils 
late Carrier Leeds Pet Gouagu, Epwarp, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet April 10 


. , 4 ' Ord April 10 
Sa Sketty, nr Swansea, Farmer) CuurcuyarD, GEORGE, Ipswich, Eating house keeper Harris, CHARLES SAMUEL, Oardiff, Butcher Cardiff 
wansea Pet April10 Ord April 1 Ipswich Pet April8 Ord April 8 Pet April8 Ord April § 
BaktTon, RICHARD, Coventry, Hatter Coventry Pet! Coles, THoMas, Bulwell, Nottingham, Grocer| HEaTH, HENRY, Liverpool, Merchant Liverpool 


Aprils Ord April 8 


Nottingham Pet April9 Ord April9 


Pet Feb 6 Ord April 10 


Bonp, Jouy, Birmingham, Manager of Brickworks| COX. GkorGE, Stamford st, Blackfriars, Proprietor of Horny, GzorG#, Luton, Beds, Licensed Victualler 


Birmingham Pet April 9 Ord April9 
BovuttEr, KicHakp, Ebury st, Pimlico, Boot Maker 
High Court Pet April9 Ord April 9 
Brown, Watter, and BENJAMIN BURNLEY, Batley, 


Ord April 8 
| ORUICKSHANK, WILLIAM 


} 
Yorks, Shuttle Makers Dewst = | ENRIGHT, JOHN ANTHONY, Bryn Garth, Llanerchy- 
— ewsbury Pet Aprils medd, Anglesey, Mineral Water Manufacturer’ Leacrett, Frank, Ilkeston, Derbyshire, Builder 
sangor Pet April9 Ord April 9 Derby Pet April 3 Ord April 10 


Ord April 8 


tepository for Horses High Court Pet March 18 Luton Pet April 8 Ord Aprils 


JEFFELRIES, EDMUND JAMES, Highworth, Wilts, Far- 


St Margaret mansions, mer Swindon Pet April 8 Ord April 8 


Victoria st High Court Pet Jan3 Ord April 9 JonEs, JoHN LILE, Swansea, Boot Dealer Swansea 


Pet April9 Ord April 9 


BURNELL, ALHzET, Lee 1s, late Innkeeper Dewsbury Evans, THOMAS, Cadarfarch Farm, nr Penceod, Glam, | LOVING, JOHN, Southsea, Grocer }rtsmouth Pet 


Pet April9 Ord April 9% 


Farmer Cardiff Pet April6é Ord April 6 


Aprilé Ord April 6 
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ManN, RoGsR, Baldbeck, Long Clawson, Leic, Far- 
mer Leicester PetApril9 Ord . 9 
Martin, JOHN HENRY, Cwmbran, on, Painter 
Newport, Mon Pet Arril8 Ord Aprils 
McKEAND, ALEXANDER, Blackburn, Draper Black- 
burn Pet March 22 Ord April 10 
NICHOLSON, WILLIAM, ow in Furness, Stationer 
Barrowin Furness Pet April 10 Ord April 10 
OwEN. JOHN Henry, Catford, Kent, Surveyor 
High Court Pet Oct5 Ord April 5 
PgarsoxN, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Sheffield, Coach 
Builder Sheffield Pet April10 Ord April 10 
PuHItiirs, JOHN, Cadoxton juxta Barry. Glam 
Ironmonger Cardiff Pet April 8 Ord april 8 
Prre. JAMES, Southminster, Essex, enter 
Chelmsford Pet AprilS Ord Aprils 
PRESTON, JOSEPH, Bingley, Yorks, Draper Bradford 
Pet April8 Ord April § 
PricnaARD, DALLIN GEORGE, Bristol, Cabinet Maker 
Bristol Pet Aprilt Ord April8 
ProteE, WILLIAM Watson, Ladbroke crescent, 
Notting Hill, Gent High Court Pet March 29 
Ord April 10 
READ, ALBERT, Littlehampton, Sussex, Painter 
Brighton Pet April9 Ord April9 
Rourry, J. ©., Truro, Commercial Traveller Truro 
Pet Aprili Ord April 10 
SeaLY, MaxiMILian, Hullavingeton, Wilts, Black- 
smith Swindon Pet AprilS Ord April 8 
Smpson, WILLIAM, Darlington, Signalman Stockton 
= meee and Middlesborough Pet April 9 Ord 
pri! 
SmirH, G., Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham Pet 
March 29 Ord April8 
SuirH, MattHew. Methley, Yorks, Grocer Wake- 
field Pet April9 Ord April 9 
SPEED, ARTHUR WILLIAM. Sheffield, Manager Shef- 
field Pet April8 Ord April 8 
SPENCE, WIlTIAM, Adelaide rd, Surbiton, Mercantile 
Clerk Kingston, Surrey Pet April 10 
April 10 
SPENCER, SAMUEL JAMES, Derby, late Railway Clerk 
Derby Pet. April6 Ord April 6 
Taroup, Tuomas, Horsforth, Yorks, Quarryman 
Leeds Pet April8 Ord Aprils 
WESTWOOD, CHARLES, Birmingham, Hardware Mer- 
chant Birmingham Pet April8 Ord Aprils 
WIGGLESWORTH, WILLIAM Henry, Heckmondwike, 
—— Dewsbury Pet April 8 Ord 
pril 8 
Woopwakrp, Lavin BEnzow, Wolverhampton, House 
Agent Meg ag Pet Aprils Ord April 8 
WoopwakD, Frank, Derby, Painter Derby Pet 
April6 Ord April 6 
Yves, Smwon, Hunslet, Leeds, Wholesale Clothier 
Leeds Pet March 27 Ord April 10 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of April 9. 
ATTENBOROUGH, GEORGE, West Bridgford, Notts, 

Machinist Nottingham Pet April5 Ord Aprild 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ARBNETT, HARRY JOHN, Oxford, Builder April 27 at 3 
1, St Aldates, Oxford 

BgsT, GEORGE CHRISTOPHER HENRY, Cardiff, Watch- 
ad April 25 at11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Car- 


BRADLEY, RICHARD, Hockley, Birmingham, Journey- 
man Tsilor April 25 at 11 25, Colmore row, 
Birmingham 

CHURCHYARD, GEORGE, Ipswich, Eating House 
Keeper April 23 at 12.30 Off Rec, Ipswich 

Cocks, CHARLES, Cardiff, Builder April 25at12 Off 
Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

DaviEs, THoMAs, Mountain Ash, Glam, Builder 
April 23 at 11 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 


Ropp, Newbury, Berks, Tailor April 25 at 
8 119, Victoria st, Westminster 
RunNDLg&, PHttir, Plympton St Mary, Devon, Smith 


ym 

April 25at3 10, je enandinadd terr, Plymouth 
Maxm™i11ian, Hullavington, ilts, Black- 
va April 23 at11 Angel Hotel, Chippenham, 

~ 

SoMERVILLE, THoMAs TOWNSEND, Sheffield, Surgeon 
April 24at3 Off Reo, Figtree lave, Sheffield 

THORRINGTON, WiLL14M, Wednesbury, Boot Dealer 
May 2at11.15 Off Rec, Walsall 

Warp, EpwarbD, West Bromwich. late Brewer May 
6 at 10.30 County Court, Market Hall, West 
Bromwich 

Watts, ALFRED AUGUsTUS, Ipswich, Solicitor April 
23at12 Off Rec, Ipswich 

WHITELEY, THOMAS, and SAMUEL WHITELEY, Brig- 
house, Yorks, Cotton Doublers April 24 at 10 
(ff Rec, Halifax 

YEWDALt, JouN, Bridport, Dorset, Gent April 25 at 
1 Off Rec, Salisbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BARBER, GEORGE. Altrincham, Cheshire, Auctioneer 
Manchester Pet April8 Ord April 8 

BENNETT, FREDERICK TROTMAN, Cornhill, Stock- 
broker High Court Pet Feb1 Ord Aprils 

BovuttgEe, RIcHARD, Ebury st. Pimlico, Bootmaker 
High Court Pet April9 Ord April9 

BOURNE, WILLIAM THompson, North Oollingham, 
Notts, Miller Nottingham Pet April 8 Ord 
April 8 

BowYeEer, ALBERT EpwIN, Withersfield, Suffolk, 
Miller Cambridge Pet April6 Ord April 6 

BURNELL, ALBERT, Leeds, late Innkeeper Dewsbury 
Pet April9 Ord Ate 

Co.LEs, Tuomas, Bulwell, Nottingham, Grocer Not- 
tingham Pet April9 Ord April 9 
KE, WILLIAM HENRY, Manchester 
Pet Feb 25 Ord April 8 

DARBISHIRE, Emty, Bedford, Widow Bedford Pet 
Jan 22 Ord April 9 

Evans, THomas, Cadarfarch Farm, nr Pencoed, Glam, 
Farmer Cardiff Pet April6é Ord April 8 

FRANCKEL, HERMAN, Manningham, Bradford, Stuff 
Merchant Bradford Pet April5 Ord April8 

GOLDING, GrORGE JAMES Daws, Exeter, Licensed 
Victualler Exeter Pet March 26 Ord Aprils 

Goucu, Epwarp, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet April 
10 Ord April 10 

Harris, CHARLES SAMUBL, Cardiff, Butcher Cardiff 
Pet AprilS Ord April 8 

Horn, GEORGE, Luton, Beds, Licensed Victualler 
Luton Pet April8 Ord Aprils 

JEFFERIES, EDMUND JAMES, Highworth, Wilts, Farmer 
Swindon Pet April8 Ord April 8 

LEACH, HENRY JOHN CHARLES. Iifracombe, Draper 
Barnstaple Pet April4 Ord April9 

LEGG, Epwin Joun, Eastleigh, Southampton, But- 
cher Southampton Pet April 4 Ord April 10 

LEGGETT, FRANK, Ilkeston, Derby, Builder Derby 
Pet April3 Ord April 10 

LovinG, JOHN, Southsea, Grocer Portsmouth Ord 
Aprilé6 Pet April 6 : 

Martin, JOHN HENRY, Cwmbran, Mon, Painter 
Newport. Mon Pet AprilS Ord April 9 

Maupsiay, HERBERT CHARLES, Bedford, Gent Bed- 
ford PetFeb2it Ord April 9 

MoorE, ABRAHAM, Wednesbury, Chemist Wolver- 
hampton Pet April1 Ord April9 

NICHOLSON, WILLIAM, Barrow in Furness, Stationer 
Barrow in Furness Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

PEARSON, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Sheffield, Coach Builder 
Sheffield Pet April10 Ord April 10 

Pett, Louis. Aldershot, Coal Merchant Guildford 
and Godalming Pet April3 Ord April 9 

PHILLIPs, JOHN, Cadoxton juxta Barry, Glam, Iron- 
monger Cardiff Pet April8 Ord April 9 


Manchester 





Evans, RIcHABD WHITMORE, Wolverhampton, 
Licensed Victualler April 30 at 11 Off Rec, 
Wolverhampton 


FRANCKEL, HERMAN, Manningham, Bradford, Stuff 


Merchant April 25at3 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, ! 


Bradford 
GotpInG, GrorGE JAMgs DAwWE, Exeter, Licensed 
Victualler April 24at 10.30 The Castle, Execer 
HAFFENDEN, JAMES, Reading, Chemist April 45 at 
12 119, Victoria st, Westminster 
HILL, ALFRED, 
April 24at3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
JEFFERIES, EDMUND J AMES, Highworth, Wilts,Farmer 
April 23 at3 Off Rec, 32, High st, Swindon 
LEE, JOHN, Aberdare, Glam, Coachbuilder April 24 
atil Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
GG, EpwIN JOHN, Eastleigh, Southampton, 
Butcher April 24 at 11 Off Rec, 4, East st, 
Southampton 
Many, Roacer, Baldbeck, Long Clawson, Leic, Farmer 
April 26 at 3 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 
MARTIN, JOHN, Loughborough, Surveyor April 26 
at 1230 Off Rec, 28, Friar In, Leicester ‘ 
Martin, JOHN HENRY, Cwmbran, Mon, Painter, 
April 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, 12, Tredegar pl, New- 
port, Mon 
MokrGan, Tuomas, Pontypridd. Glam, Butcher April 
@ati2 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
MorgIsoN, THoMas, Carnarvon, Seedsman April 25 
at3 Bankruptcy Office, Crypt cbmbrs, Chester 
OrcHaARD, RICHARD, Porthleven Cornwall, Fisherman 
April 20 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen, st, Truro 
OWENS, JOHN GLYNNE, Blacnau Festiniog, Merioneth 
Hlacksmith April 25at 2.30 Bankruptcy Ofiice, 
brs, Chester 
STON, JOSEPH, Bingley, Yorks, Draper April 25 
atii Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Kradiord 
Puen Rees, Brecon, Bootmaker April 24 at12 Off 
Rec, Mertbyr Ty« fil 





Roberts, Davin, Liverpool, Saddler April 25 at 8 
Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 





PRESTON, JOSEPH, Bingley, Yorks, Draper Bradford 
Pet April8 Ord April 8 D 

Proctor, ALFRED ILu1AM, Nottingham, late 
Accountant Nottingham Pet March 26 Ord 
April8 

Rupes, GroRGE, Market pl, Seven Sisters’ rd, Pro- 


vision Dealer Edmonton Pet March 21 Ord 
April 9 
ROBERTS, E Portdinorwic, Carnarvon, Ship 


LLIS, 
Broker Bangor Pet March 29 Ord April 6 


Cwnmtillery, Mon, Checkweigher | Sanps, ARTHUR HENRY, Otley, Yorks, Clothing 


Manufacturer Leeds Pet March 19 Ord April 


10 
Scort, GrorGcE, and GgorGe WILLIAM MITCHELL, 
Boscombe, Bournemouth, Builders Poole Pet 


SEALY. MAXMILIAN, Hullavington, Wilts, Black- 
smith Swindon Pet Aprils Ord April8 

Sroipson, WILLIAM, Darl , Signalman stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough Pet April9 Ord 
April 9 

SMALL. Tuomas, and WILLIAM Miss SMALL, Aston, 
nr Birmingham, Sanitary Water Contractors 
Birmingham Pet March2 Ord April 10 

SMITH, CaicuToN, late of Liverpool, Fruit Merchant 
Liverpool Pet April3 Ord April 8 

Smairn, Matruew. Methley, Yorks, Grocer Wake- 
field Pet April9 Ord April 9 

SPEED, ARTHUR WILLIAM, Sheffield, Manager Shef- 
field Pet April8 Ord April8 a 

SPENCER, SAMUEL JaM«S, Derby, late Railway Clerk 
Derby Pet April6é Ord April 6 

Turovup, Tuomas, Horsforth, Yorks, Quarryman 
Leeds Pet April8 Ord Aprils 

EsTWOOD, CHARLES, Birmingham, Hardware Mer- 

chant Birmingham Pet April® Ord April 10 

Woopwakp Davin Bannow, Wolverhampton, House 
Agent Wolverhampton Pet Aprils Ord April 9 





WoovowakD, FRANK, Derby, Painter Derby Pet 
Aprilé Ord April 6 4 





RECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gazette.—TvEspay, April 16. 


Bassett, Frepgrtc Duncan. North End rd, West 
Kensington, Dairyman High Court Ord April 6 

BENNETT, JOHN, Mangotsfield, Glouc, Cab Proprietor 
Bristol Pet Aprilit Ord April 11 

OAVEN, JAMES, Addington rd, Bow, Draper High 
Court Pet April tt Ord April 11 

CHAPMAN, JoHN Martrocks, Taunton, Cabinet Maker 
Taunton Pet Apriltt Ord Ape it 

CRISFIELD, WILLIAM, Winnall. inchester, Cattle 

er Winchester Pet March 2i Ord April 10 

Dasu, CHARLES MITCHELL, Gosport, Builder Ports- 
mouth Pet April 13 oan foe 13 

DBAN, JAMES ALFRED, Rochdale, Carver Oldham 
Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

FARRANT, THOMAS, Sidmouth, Devon, Lite Horse 
Dealer Exeter Pet Aprili2 Ord April 12 

FELTHAM, JOHN HENRY, Trowbridge, Wilts, [ron- 
monger Bath Pet Aprilit Oecd April it 

Francis, THomas, Haverfordwest, Merchant’s Clerk 
Pembroke Dock Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

Foaaon, JoHN THomMas, Mark NOBLE, and Taomas 

LEY, Newcastie on Tyne, Fruit Merchants 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet April tt Ord April it 

GARDNER, JOHN RICHARD, Fratton, Landport, House 

— = Portsmouth Pet April 1! Ord 
pril 12 

GARNER, GEORGE, Derby, Bricklayer Derby Pet 
April10 Ord April 10 

GRaFF, PHILIP, Central st, St Luke’s, Master Baker 
High Court Pet Aprili Ord April 12 

HakvEY, EDWARD PALMER, Norwich, Eating House 
Keeper Norwich Pet April 13 Ord April 13 

Hicks, GeorGE PEAKE, and WILLIAM Hicks, Ply- 
mouth, Carpenters East Stonehouse Pet April 
13. Ord April 13 

HOWLETT. FREDERICK, Heigham, Norfolk, Commer- 
= | eed Norwich Pet April 13° Ord 

pril 13 

Hugues, James, Cambridge rd, Bethnal Green, Boot 

— Td High Court Pet March a& Ord 
pril 12 

Hugues, THomas W1LL1AM, Clifton, Bristol, Butcher 
Bristol Pet Aprilii Ord April it 

INGRAM, DAVID CHRISTOPHER, Penzance, Jeweller 
Lruro Pet April it Ord April 11 ; 

Irwin, Davip, Manchester, Kestaurant Proprietor 
Manchester Pet April13 Ord April (3 

JENKINSON, JOHN, Millington, nr Pocklington, Yorks, 
Farmer York Pet April4 Ond doen 13 

JONES, GRIFFITH, Bangor, Coal Merchant Bangor 
Pet Aprili2 Ord Aprili2 — - 

JONES, GRIFFITH, Llanfor, Merioneth, Farm Bailiff 
Wrexham Pet Aprilit Ord April it 

LEWIs, RoBERT, Wallsall, Travel ing Draper Walsall 
Pet Aprilli Ord April 12 

Lock, ILLIAM, Tunbridge Wells, Grocer Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet Aprilit Ord April 11 

McCarray, Mic#agt, Loughborough, Voal Merchant 
Leicester Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

McLarEN, CHARLES BuagneT, Buckingham st 
— Publisher High Court Pet Aprili1 O; 

pril 11 s 

MIDGLKY, STEPHEN, Everingham, Yorks, Farmer 
York Pet Aprili3 Ord Aprili3 _— 

Morris, Jonny, Liverpool, Printer Liverpool Pet 
Aprili2 Ord April 12 \ 

N&DHAM, ALFRED, and WILLIAM YaTEs, Leicester, 
Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet April 13 
Ord April 13 

Orrorp, Epwarp IsrakL, Stamford, Ironmonger 
Peterborough Pet April13 Ord April 13 

PALMER, WILLIAM CHARLES, Fulham rd, Waltham 
Green, Oil Man High Court Pet Aprilit Ord 
April 1 


ParRisH, ALFRED, Dartford, Kent, Auctioner 
Rochester Pet Aprili2 Ord Aprili2? 
PaYnB, JOHN, Plaistow, Essex, Oilman High Court 


Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

PoTreR, KOBERT WILLIAM, Aston, nr Birmingham, 
Baker birmingham Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Rack, RICHARD, Stockton on Tees, Builder Stuckton 
on Tees Pet Aprili3 Ord April 13 : 

Scurrpgs. J. F., King st, Covent gin High Court 
Pet March 13 Ord April tt 

SELBY, Tuomas, Leicester, Sheep Dealer Leicester 
Pet April13 Ord April 13 ae 

STONEHAM, WILLIAM JOHN, late Austin friars High 
Court Pet March 19 Ord April tt 

SKEWIS, ILLIAM, Leadenhall st, Mining Engineer 
High Court Pet March 15 Ord April 11 

Woop, JosEpu, Greetland, nr Halifax, Tailor Hali- 
fax Pet April6 Ord April 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ATTENBOROVGH, GEORGE, West Bridgford, Yorks, 

Bachintes ao 26 ati11 Off Rec, 1, High pave- 
en ottingham 

BAKER. ALBERT RICHARD, Brighton, Provision Mer- 
chaut April 24 at 12 Off Reo, 4, Pavilion bidgs, 
Brighton 

BARBER, GEORGE, Altrincham, Cheshire, Auctioneer 
April 26 at 11 Off Reo, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, 
Manchester 

BaRkON, WILLIAM, Sketty, nr Swansea, Farmer 
April%4at3 Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, Swansea 

Banton, Ricuarp, Coventry, Hatter April 26 at 12 
Otf Reo, 17, Hertford st, Coventry * 

BENNETT, JOHN, Mangotsfield, Glos, Cab Proprietor 
= A at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Corn st, 


Bovans, WiLuiaM Ti0MPson, North Colli 
Notts, Miller a wz at 11 Off Ree, 1, 
vement, Nottingham — 
Baie, SAMUEL, Sheepcourt, Kent, Farmer, April 296 
atll Off Ree, 5, Uastle st, Canterbury 
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Brown, WALTER, and BENJAMIN BURNLEY, Batley, 
Yorka, Shuttlemakers April 25 at 3 Off Rec, Bank 
chmbrs, Batley ea 

BURNELL. ALBERT. Leeds, Late Innkeeper April 25 
at4 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley : 

BurToN, FRANCIS ( HADBURN, Nottingham, Joiner 
April 24 at 3.30 Off Rec, 1, High pavement, 
Nottingham ; 

OHArMAN, JOHN MatTrocss, Taunton, Cabinet Maker 
April 25 atil Off Kec, 53, Hammet st, ‘Taunton 

CuaTTgn. GEorGE, Leeds, Late Carrier April 25 at 
12 (ff Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds ; 

CoLrs, THOMAS. Bulwell, Nottingham, Grocer April 
97 at1i2 Off Rec, 1, High pavement, Nottingham 

FARRANT, THOMAS. Sidmouth, Devon, Late Horse 
Dealer April 26at11 The Castle, Exeter 

FELTHAM, JOHN HENRY. Trowbridge, Wilts, Iron- 
monger May lati Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn 
st, Bristol 

GARDNER, JOHN RicHarpD, Fratton, Landport, House 
Decorator April 30 at 12.30 1€6, Queen st, Port 


st 

GARNER, GEORGE, Derby, Bricklayer April 24 at 11 
Off Rec St Jumes’s chbrs, Derby | 

Govan, EDWARD, Leeds, Grocer April 26 at1 
Rec. 22, Park row, Leeds 

Hatt, HERBERT WILLIAM, Halesowen, Worcester, 
Grocer April30 at2 Talbot Hotel, Stourbridge 

HaNDLEY. EDWARD THOMAS, Ruiton, Upper _Gornal, 
Sedgeley, Staff, Sanitary Inspector April 26 at 10 
Off Rec. Dudley - 

Hanrzis, CHARLES SAMUEL, Cardiff, Butcher April 
25 at 2.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

HeEatuH. Henry, Liverpool, Merchant April 30 at 2 
Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Hvuauxs, THOMAS WILLIAM, Clifton, Bristol, Butcher 
May 1ati2 Off Rec. Bank chbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

HvtTcHInas, JAMES, West Buckland, Somersetshire, 
lately Innkeeper April 26 at 11 Off Rec, 58, 
Hammet st. Taunton 7 

JENKINSON, JOHN, Millington, Pocklington, Yorks, 
Farmer April 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, York 

Jounson, Mary, Shftield, Hatter April 24 at 2 50 
Off Ree, Figtree lane, Sbettield i 

JONES, JOHN LILE, Swansea. Boot Dealer April 24 
at12 Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, Swansea ’ 

Kino, WiiuiaM. Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer April 
26at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

LEacu, HENRY JOHN CHARLES, Ilfracombe, Draper 
April 29 at 11 Sanders & Son, High st, Barn- 
staple ; 

LEGGETT, FRANK, Ilkeston, Derbyshire, Builder 
April 24 at 4.15 Rutland Hotel, Ilkeston 

LOVING, JOHN, Southsea, Grocer April 30 at 3 
Queen st, Portsea 

MINGLEY, STEPHEN, Everingham, Yorks, 
April 27 at 12,15 28, Stonegate. York 


Off 


166, 


Farmer 


MOORE, ABRAHAM, Wednesbury, Chemist May 7 at 


12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

MoorzE, Joun, Liverpool, Car Proprietor April £0 
at 12 Off . 35, Victoria st. Liverpool 

Mokris, Isaac, Denbigh. Boot Maker April 25 at 
11.30 Bankruptcy Office, Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

PIPE. JAMES, Soutbminster, Essex, Carnenter April 
24 at 3.15 Shirehall, Chelmsford 

Por_e, Frank HENRY. Weston super Mare, Somer- 
set, Journeyman Freestone Mason April 24 at 
11.30 Railway Hotel, Weston super Mare 

PRICHARD. DALTON GEORGE. Bristol. Cabinet Maker 

y 6 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 

Bristol 

Proctor, ALFRED WILTIAM, Nottingham. late Ac- 
countant April?5at12 Off Rec, 1, High pave- 
ment, Nottingham 

READ, ALBERT, Littlehampton, Sussex, Painter April 
2at3 Off Kec. 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Ronson. EDWARD, Glaisdale, Yorks, late Commercial 
Traveller April 24at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
Middlesborough 

SEWELL, JOHN, Darlington. Innkeeper April 24 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Simpson, WILLIAM, Darlington, Signalman May 1 at 
3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

SPEED, ARTHUR WILLIAM, Sheflield, Manager April 
24 at 3.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

SPENCER, SAMUEL JAMRS, Derby, late Railway Clerk 
April 24.at12 Off Kec, 8t James chmbrs, Derby 

Taylor, RIcHARD, Ffrwd, Cymmau, Flint, Publican 
May 7 at1.30 County Hall, Wrexham 





THELAW GUARANTEE& TR 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 


The Hon. BARON POLLOCK. 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE KAY. 


1—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, given 
dators and 
appointments, where required ; and 
a.—LUNACY COMMITTEES’ BONDS 
B.—ADMINISTRATION BONDS entere 
Il.—ADMIRALTY BAIL BONDS granted. 
111.—MORTGAGE INSURANCES effected. 


For further particulars 
Heap OFFICE ; 


on behalf of Clerks, Cashie | 
Travellers, and others; also Bonds on behalf of Trustees in Bankruptcy, re i 


Receivers under the High Court, and all persons holding Government 


ranted. 
into at moderate rates. 
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April 25 at 11 Off Rec. 22, Park row, Leeds 

WEAVER. FRANCIS JOHN, Weston super Mare, Somer- 
set, Tea Dealer April 24 at 12.30 Railway Hotel, 
Weston super Mare 

WIGGLESWORTH, WILLIAM Henry, Heckmondwike. 
Wheelwright April 25 at 2 Off Rec, Bank 
chmbrs, Batley 

Woops, Enoca Bacnue. Brierley Hill, Staffs, Charter- 
master April 26at10.15 Off Rec, Dudley 

Woop, JosEpH, Greetland, nr Halifax. Tailor and 
Draper April 24 at 10.80 Off Rec, Halifax 

WoOopWARD, FRANK. Derby. Painter April 24 at 2.30 
Off Ree, St James’ chmbrs, Derby 

Wortley, GEORGE, Woodhouse Junction. Yorks, 
Spade Manufacturer April 24at2 Off Rec, Fig- 
tree lane, Sheffield 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

ApDAMSs, ANTHONY, late of Kingston on Thames High 
Court Pet Feb9 Ord April 10 

ATTENBOROUGH, GEORGE, 


BAKER, ALBERT RICHARD, Brighton, Provision Mer- 
chant Brighton Pet April6é Ord April 13 


BENNETY. JOHN, Mangotsfield, Glos, Cab Proprietor | 


Bristol Pet Aprilit} Ord Aprilit 


Brooks, JAMES, and FREDERICK WILLIAM > 
et } 


Sunderland. Coppersmiths Sunderland 
Feb 28 Ord April 10 

CrecIL, Francis HORACE PIERREPONT, Stretton, Rut- 
land, Gent Leicester Pet March 14 Ord April 12 

CHALFONT, HENRY ERNEST, Theberton st, Islington, 
Journeyman Diamond Setter High Court Pet 
March 23 Ord April 11 

CHAPMAN, JOHN Mattocks, Taunton, Cabinet Maker 
Taunton Pet April11 Ord April 12 

CHATTEN, GEORGE, Leeds, late Carrier Leeds Pet 
Aprils Ord April 13 

CHURCHYARD, GEORGE, Ipswich, Eating House 
Keeper Ipswich Pet April8 Ord April 8 

COLLIER, GEORGE ROBERT, Seaton, 


18 Ord April9 
Cross, SIDLEY ELDRED, Pimlico rd, Milkman High 
Court Pet March 26 Ord April 11 
CUTHBERT, HENRY JOHN, Wivenhoe, Essex, House 
—— Colchester Pet March 7 Ord 
pril 13 


EstLick, STEPHEN JOSEPH, Liverpool, School Furni- | 


ture Manufacturer Pet March 20 
Ord April 13 

FARRANT, THOMAS, Sidmouth, Devon, late Horse 
Dealer Exeter Pet April12 Ord April 12 

FEBAN. JAMES, and HuGH FERAN, Liverpool, Pro- 
— Merchants Liverpool Pet Feb 20 Ord 

pril 13 

FRANCIS, THOMAS, Haverfcrdwest, Merchant’s Clerk 
Pembroke Dock Pet April10 Ord April 10 

GARNER. GEORGE, Derby, Bricklayer Derby Pet 
April 6 Ord April 10 


Liverpool 


GREEN, JOHN, Swinford, Leicester, Draper Leicester 
Pet March 28 Ord April 12 

Howarpb, WILLIAM, jun, Shanklin, IW, Grocer 
Newportand Ryde Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

HOWLETT. FREDERICK, Heigham, Commercial 
Traveller Norwich Pet April i3 Ord April 13 

INGRAM, DAVID CHRISTOPHER, Penzance, Jeweller 
Truro Pet April9 Ord April 11 

JACKSON, ARTHUR, Liverpool st, Auctioneer High 
Court Pet April 12_ Ord April 24 

JAFFE, Max, Crescent, Minories High Court Pet 
Feb 14 Ord April 11 

JONES, GRIFFITH, Llanfof, Merioneth, Farm Bailiff 
Wrexham Pet April11 Ord April 11 

LEHAIN, E, North row, Covent Garden, Fruit Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Feb19 Ord April 10 

LEWIS. ROBERT, Walsall, Travelling Draper Wal- 
sall Pet April10 Ord April12 

MARRIOTT, ANN Price, Ramsgate, Fruiterer Oan- 
terbury Pet Feb 22 Ord April 12 

McCarTHY, MICHAEL, Whitwick, Ooal Merchant 
Leicester Pet April12 Ord April 12 

MIDGLEY, STEPHEN, Everingham, Yorks, Farmer 

, b ork Pet April 13 Ord April 13 

O'NEILL, LAWRENCE, Stratford, Essex. formerly 
Rrewer High Court Pet March 4 Ord April 13 

Pople, FRANK HENRY. Weston super Mare, Somer- 


set Journeyman Freestone Mason Bridgwater 


Pet April8 Ord April 12 


est Bridgford, Notts, | 
Machinist Nottingham Pet April 5 Ord April 12 | 


nr Hornsea, | 
Yorks, Farmer Kingston upon Hull Pet March 





Turoup, Tuomas, Horsforth, Yorks, Quarryman | RAcE, RIcHARD, Stockton on Tees, Builder Stockt 
| on Tees PetApril13 Ord April 13 sepa: 
| READ, 


ALBERT, ttlehampton, Sussex, Puinter 
Brighton Pet April13 Ord April9 
RICHER, THOMAS, Walthamstow, Bread Maker High 
Court Pet Feb 25 Ord April 11 
ROBERTS, EDWARD STEWART GRANTULLY, Parkholme 
rd, Dalston, Shoe Trimming Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Jan?2 Ord April 11 
RUNDLE, Pup, Plympton St Mary, Devon, Smith 
| East Stonehouse Pet April! Ord April 12 
| Rutty, J OC, Truro, Commercial Traveller Truro Pet 
| March 29 Ord April 13 
SELBY, THoMAS, Leicester, Sheep Dealer Leicester 
Pet April13 Ord April 13 
STOCK, WILLIAM RAVENGILL, Bristol, Sugar Broker 
Bristol Pet Jani14 Ord April 12 
| THORRINGTON, WILLIAM, Wednesbury, Boot Dealer 
Walsall Pet April1 Ord April 12 
Tuck, JoHn, St. James st, Clerkenwell, Jeweller 
High Court Pet March6 Ord April 12 
WAKLEY, THOMAS JOHN, Borough High st, South. 
wark, Licensed Victvaller High Court Pet 
March 14 Ord April 10 
WEsB, JOHN, Aldermanbury, Boot Dealer High 
Court Pet March 25 Ord April 10 
WILLOUGHBY. EDWARD HENEY, Leamington, Boot 
Maker Warwick Pet March 2i Ord April 11 
WRIGHT, RICHARD, Leicester, Commission Agent 
Leicester Pet March30 Ord April 12 
YonGcE, N W, late of Bognor, Sussex High Cou t 
Pet Dec10 Ord Aprili1 


RECEIVING ORDER RESOINDED. 
PAvUL, CHARLES, Pelham st, South Kensington Hizh 


Court Ord March15 Resc April 12 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
GOLDTHORPE, ALFRED, Staincross, nr Barnsl-y, 
: 7. Farmer Barnsley Adjud Novié Annul 

pril 8 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


April 24.—Messrs. CHarLEs & Tupss, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2p.m., Freehold Ground Rents and Pro- 
perties (see advertisement, April 13, p. 4). 
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All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 
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TRUSTEES : 


UST SOCIETY, 


PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 


The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE DAY. 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE GRANTHAM. 


OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 
Liqui- 


1V.—TRUSTEES FOR DEBENTURE, &c. 
tee TRUSTEESHIP. the 
-—-TRUS ys) », The Society is also prepared to be inted Trust 
either in existing Trusts or in those to be hereafter created Sigeiatemiccimais 


The Society acts as Trustee 


( See apecial Prospectus.) 


VI.—TITLE GUARANTEE against defect in same. 


VII.—CONTRACTS GUARANTEED as to due performance. 


apply to the General Manager and Secretary, THOS. R. RONALD. 
9, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London. Ciry OF¥icg;: 9, St. Mildred’s-court, Poultry, E.C. Baancu Orrices—Manchester : 


Liverpool ;: 6, York-buildings, 14, Dale-street. 


; 51, King-street; 








